A Study of the Pennsylvania Framework for Leadership: Perceptions of Principals in a Suburban Southeastern Pennsylvania County by Harvey, Nicole M.
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Study of the Pennsylvania Framework for Leadership:  
 
Perceptions of Principals in a Suburban Southeastern Pennsylvania County 
 
A Dissertation  
 
Submitted to the Faculty  
 
of 
 
Drexel University 
 
by 
 
Nicole M. Harvey 
 
in partial fulfillment of the 
 
requirements for the degree  
 
of  
 
Doctor of Education 
 
May 2017 
 
 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  ii 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ã Copyright 2017 
 
Nicole M. Harvey. All Rights Reserved.  
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  iii 
Abstract 
 
This study examined the perceptions of principals in a suburban southeastern 
Pennsylvania county regarding the Framework for Leadership evaluation process.  This 
explanatory sequential mixed-methods multiple case study was designed to explore and 
explain the relationship among the collection of evidence, the providing of feedback, and 
the principal’s perception of the Framework for Leadership.  The Framework for 
Leadership was first implemented during the 2014-2015 school year, and to date there is 
no existing research on the extent to which it is improving principal practice.  Improved 
principal practices lead to increased student achievement.  The first phase of the study 
included quantitative data collected from 40 principals via an electronic survey 
questionnaire about how they perceive the evaluation process through the use of a 
published survey, the Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP).  The TEP is designed to better 
understand teachers’ experiences with the evaluation process and can be applied to 
principals’ experiences with the evaluation process as well.  Therefore, this study used a 
revised version of the TEP named the Principal Evaluation Profile (PEP).  The second 
phase of the study included qualitative data collected from three school districts during 
focus group interviews.  The three focus groups each contained two to three principals 
from the same district and consisted of one group in each of the following areas: highest 
average perceptions of the evaluation process, lowest average perceptions of the 
evaluation process, and neutral average perceptions about the evaluation process.  The 
qualitative data was used to further explain the quantitative data in order to study 
principal perceptions of the Framework for Leadership evaluation process. 
 
  
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  iv 
 
Signature Page 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Office of Graduate Studies 
Dissertation/Thesis Approval Form 
This form is for use by all doctoral and master’s students with a dissertation/thesis requirement. 
Please print clearly as the library will bind a copy of this form with each copy of the 
dissertation/thesis. All doctoral dissertations must conform to university format requirements, 
which is the responsibility of the student and supervising professor. Students should obtain a copy 
of the Thesis Manual located on the library website. 
Dissertation/Thesis Title: 
Author: 
This dissertation/thesis is hereby accepted and approved. 
Signatures: 
Examining Committee 
Chair 
Members 
Academic Advisor 
Department Head 
Office of Graduate Studies   ▪   3141 Chestnut Street   ▪   Randell Hall 240   ▪   Philadelphia, PA 19104 
Tel: 215-895-0366   ▪   Fax: 215-895-0495   ▪   Email: graduate@drexel.edu   ▪   Web: www.drexel.edu/provost/graduatestudies 
/JDPMF)BSWFZ
"4UVEZPGUIF1FOOTZMWBOJB'SBNFXPSLGPS-FBEFSTIJQ
1FSDFQUJPOTPG1SJODJQBMTJOB4VCVSCBO4PVUIFBTUFSO1FOOTZMWBOJB
$PVOUZ
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  v 
Dedications 
 
This dissertation is dedicated to my family who has shown unwavering love and 
support for me throughout the entire doctorate program.  I don’t tell them enough, but 
they have each inspired me in their own way.   
 My husband and best friend, Sean, is my biggest supporter.  I can put aside all of 
the times he called me a “dork” because there were so many more times where he 
encouraged me and enabled me to finish.  He spent many hours occupying our two 
children so that I could do “school work.”  Sean, I could not have done this without you.   
 To my children Elizabeth and Chase:  When I thought about the finish line of this 
program, you were always in my vision waiting for me there.  I hope the time that I had 
to spend away from you can at least be an example of hard work and dedication.  
Everything I do in life is for the two of you.  Thank you for making me the luckiest mom 
alive.  Pretty soon you can officially call me, “Dr. Mom!”     
Not many people can say that they attended their mother’s high school 
graduation, but I can.  Her commitment to making it to that finish line has inspired me to 
make it to this one.  Thank you, Mom!  My sister, Samantha, struggled in school.  I 
vowed to become an educational leader and strive every day to ensure that future 
generations did not have the same experience that she had.  Samantha, you are a ray of 
sunshine and optimism.  You can be whatever you want to be!  My sister, Michele, is a 
warrior.  Life has dealt her some difficult hands, but she always perseveres.  When I was 
losing steam, and wanted to take breaks, I thought of her and kept going.  You fuel me to 
greatness, Michele, and I will be forever in awe of your courage and determination.   
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  vi 
Lastly, this dissertation is dedicated to our Pops.  The last conversation I had with 
him was when I was about half-way through phase one of data collection.  We had just 
returned from his first radiation treatment and he asked me how work was going.  I told 
him about this study, how I was distracted and falling behind, and thought maybe our 
family needed me to put it on hold for a while.  He told me to push on.  He reminded me 
that, “life isn’t always easy but it’s worth it.”  Pops, I pushed on for you.  I wish nothing 
more than to tell you in person, but I believe in my heart that you know. 
  
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  vii 
Acknowledgements 
 
First, I would like to acknowledge my mentor and boss, Dr. Noreen O’Neill.  I 
believe it was my second day on the job, and she asked me when I planned to start a 
doctorate program.  At first I thought she was kidding.  She was not.  Dr. O’Neill has 
made me a better educational leader in every way imaginable.  She models a true 
commitment to learning and provided me with support and encouragement throughout 
this journey. 
 I would also like to thank Dr. Joseph O’Brien for his support of this study.  
Researching principal evaluation could be thought of as a sensitive topic but thanks to his 
support and encouragement, I was able to gain participation from everyone sought out. 
 Last but not least, I would like to acknowledge and thank my dissertation chair 
and committee members.  Dr. Allen Grant provided a perfect balance of support and 
encouragement.  Dr. Sarah Ulrich undoubtedly strengthened the study through her 
feedback and recommendations.  A true role model and inspiration, Dr. Regina Speaker 
Palubinsky, provided positive praise and her enthusiasm was so very motivating. 
 
 
  
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  viii 
 
Table of Contents 
 
ABSTRACT………………………………………………………………………...……iii 
 
LIST OF TABLES……………………………………………………………………...…x 
 
LIST OF FIGURES…………………………………………………………………...…xii 
 
1. INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH……………..………………………………1 
  
 Introduction to the Problem…………………………………………….…………1 
 
 Statement of the Problem………………………………………………………….9 
 
 Purpose and Significance of the Problem………………………………………..10 
  
 Research Questions………………………………………………………………14 
  
 Conceptual Framework and Researcher’s Stance………………………………..15  
 
 Definition of Terms………………………………………………………………18 
  
 Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations……………………………………19 
 
 Summary…………………………………………………………………………20 
 
2. THE LITERATURE REVIEW………………………………………………………..22 
  
 Introduction to the Literature Review……………………………………………22 
 
 Increased Accountability for Principal Evaluation………………………………22 
 
 Principal Evaluation Facts and Figures…………………………………………..27 
 
 An Effective Path Forward for Principal Evaluation…………………………….33 
 
 Summary…………………………………………………………………………36 
 
3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY……………………………………………………..38 
 
 Introduction………………………………………………………………………38 
 
 Research Design and Rationale………………………………………………….39 
 
 Research Site and Population…………………………………………………….41 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  ix 
 
 Research Methods………………………………………………………………..44 
 
 Summary…………………………………………………………………………52 
 
4. FINDINGS, RESULTS, AND INTERPRETATIONS………………………………..53 
 
 Introduction………………………………………………………………………53 
 
 Phase One Quantitative Findings………………………………………………...54 
 
 Phase Two Qualitative Findings…………………………………………………76 
 
 Results and Interpretations……………………………………………………….90 
 
 Summary…………………………………………………………………………94 
 
5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS……………………………………96 
 
 Introduction………………………………………………………………………96 
 
 Conclusions………………………………………………………………………98 
 
 Recommendations………………………………………………………………108 
 
 Summary………………………………………………………………………..115 
 
REFERENCES…………………………………………………………………………117 
 
APPENDIX A: INTERMEDIATE UNIT EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR APPROVAL….129 
 
APPENDIX B: DISTRICT A PARTICIPATION APPROVAL……………………….131 
 
APPENDIX C: DISTRICT B PARTICIPATION APPROVAL……………………….132 
 
APPENDIX D: DISTRICT C PARTICIPATION APPROVAL……………………….133 
 
APPENDIX E: DISTRICT D PARTICIPATION APPROVAL……………………….134 
 
APPENDIX F: DISTRICT E PARTICIPATION APPROVAL……………………….135 
 
APPENDIX G: DISTRICT F PARTICIPATION APPROVAL……………………….136 
 
APPENDIX H: DISTRICT G PARTICIPATION APPROVAL………………………137 
 
APPENDIX I: DISTRICT H PARTICIPATION APPROVAL………………………..138 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  x 
 
APPENDIX J: DISTRICT I PARTICIPATION APPROVAL………………………...139 
 
APPENDIX K: DISTRICT J PARTICIPATION APPROVAL………………………..140 
 
APPENDIX L: DISTRICT K PARTICIPATION APPROVAL……………………….141 
 
APPENDIX M: DISTRICT L PARTICIPATION APPROVAL………………………142 
 
APPENDIX N: PERMISSION TO USE THE TEACHER EVALUATION PROFILE  
 
FOR A PRINCIPAL EVALUATION STUDY………………………………………...143 
 
APPENDIX O: THE PRINCIPAL EVALUATION PROFILE………………………..145 
 
APPENDIX P: FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW GUIDE………………………………155 
 
 
 
  
 
  
 
  
  
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  xi 
List of Tables 
 
1. PAESSP White Paper Summary Applicable to this Study………………………...…7 
2. Number of Principals in Target Population…………………………………………42 
3. School Districts’ Demographic Information……………………………………...…43 
4. Alignment of Research Questions with the PEP and Focus Group Interviews……..48 
5. Stages of Data Collection……………………………………………………………51 
6. PEP Participation Rates by District…………………………………………………55 
7. Years in Current Position……………………………………………………………56 
8. Current Grade Level Assignments…………………………………………………..57 
9. Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Overall Rating and 
Impact……………………………………………………………………………….58 
10. Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Positive Impacts…...…59 
11. Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Attributes of Evaluation 
……………………………………………………………………………………………60 
12. Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Perceptions of Evaluator 
…………………………………………………………………………..………………61 
13. Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Evaluation Procedures..62 
14. Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Evidence Collection….63 
15. Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Feedback……………...64 
16. Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Evaluation Context…...65 
17. Pearson Correlation Coefficient-Overall Rating and Impact to Evidence Collection 
…………………………………………………………………………..………………67 
 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  xii 
18. Pearson Correlation Coefficient-Overall Rating and Impact to Feedback……….…69 
19. PEP Items 1-3 Means by District……………………………………………………71 
20. Cross tabulations of District Participants and Overall Quality……………………...72 
21. Cross tabulations of District Participants and Overall Impact on Professional 
Practices……………………………………………………………………………..73 
22. Cross Tabulations of District Participants and Overall Impact on Professional 
Growth………………………………………………………………………………74 
23. One Way Analysis of Variance Related to District and Overall Rating…………….75 
24. One Way Analysis of Variance Related to District and Overall Impact on 
Professional Practices…………………………………………………………….…75 
25. One Way Analysis of Variance Related to District and Overall Impact on 
Professional Growth…………………………………………………………………76 
26. Evidence Collection and Feedback Means………………………………………….77  
27. Demographics for Focus Group Districts…………………………………………...78  
28. District D Focus Group Summary…………………………………………………..80 
29. District C Focus Group Summary…………………………………………………..82 
30. District H Focus Group Summary…………………………………………………..84 
31. Cross-Case Analysis………………………………………………………………...86 
 
 
 
 
 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  xiii 
List of Figures 
1. Conceptual Framework………………………………………………………………18 
 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  1 
 
Chapter 1: Introduction to the Research 
 
Introduction to the Problem 
 
The work of the principal is the second most influential school-level factor on 
student achievement after teaching quality (Anderson, Leithwood, Louis, & Wahlstrom, 
2004).  The importance of principal leadership has long been known intuitively, and 
research has now proven that the average effect size between leadership and student 
achievement is .25 (Marzano, McNulty, & Waters, 2003).  While this proves that an 
effective principal can have a significant impact on improved student performance, it also 
proves that an ineffective principal can have the opposite impact (Marzano et al., 2003).  
The key is to be able to effectively evaluate a principal’s performance.  Principals need 
clear expectations and standards for leadership performance; fair, consistent, timely, and 
reliable performance assessments; and assessment procedures and practices that rate the 
quality of leadership performance while providing useful feedback for professional 
growth and development (Davis, Kearney, Sanders, Thomas, & Leon, 2011). 
In the article, “States Forge Ahead on Principal Evaluation” (2014), Ellen 
Goldring conducted a review of principal evaluation and concluded with calling it, “the 
stepchild of teacher evaluation.”  The article explains how the huge body of research on 
teacher quality, including the MET project, contrasted with much less work on principal 
evaluations (Goldring, 2014).  The Wallace Foundation attempts to answer this question 
in the article, “Assessing the Effectiveness of School Leaders: New Directions and New 
Processes” (2009).  According to the Wallace Foundation (2009), the likeliest 
explanation lies in the distinctive history, decentralized structure and widely varying local 
politics of public education, along with changes in regards to what leaders should be 
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prioritizing in their schools.  Local control and diverse contexts make it harder to 
standardize a common path forward.   
While it may prove difficult, with principals serving as the cornerstone to 
ensuring student success, it is necessary for them to be evaluated in a fair, valid, reliable, 
and useful way (Davis et al., 2011).  Principal evaluation processes across the country 
and specifically the Act 82 Principal Effectiveness System in Pennsylvania, leave room 
for argument that a principal’s performance is currently being evaluated in fair, valid, 
reliable, and useful way when considering the absence of detailed regulations and 
research (The Wallace Foundation, 2013).  The role of the principal can be viewed as a 
buttress joining together and supporting central office, teachers, students, and the 
community.  The educational leadership responsibilities tied to a principal are multi-
faceted, dynamic, and complex, which demands an evaluation system that must be the 
same.  Unfortunately, federal and state requirements have demanded increased 
accountability with principals’ evaluations and therefore things are moving forward 
without the necessary psychometric backing (Clifford & Ross, 2011).  
In 2012, the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) began the 
implementation of Act 82 (The Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2014).  Act 82 
mandated a statewide teacher and principal effectiveness system.  Both systems are 
composed of very similar components.  The systems require fifty percent of the 
evaluation to include observation/practice scores based on the Danielson Framework for 
Teaching for teachers and the Pennsylvania developed Framework for Leadership (FFL) 
for principals.  The remaining fifty percent for both systems is tied to multiple measures 
of student performance data.  Specifically, for principal evaluation, fifteen percent is 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  3 
from the building School Performance Profile score, twenty percent from a Student 
Learning Objective goal, and the last fifteen percent requires a score based on what PDE 
calls Correlation Data.  Correlation Data can be described by stating that a principal will 
be rated on how well he/she can compile and analyze teacher observation ratings in 
comparison to student achievement measures (The Pennsylvania Department of 
Education, 2014).  Initially, the Pennsylvania Department of Education intended to use a 
formulaic process to automatically determine this rating for principals, but after further 
research they were forced to share that a statistical correlation could not be made between 
student achievement and teacher observation/practice ratings and therefore the process 
was changed (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2014).   
 The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (2009) identified 
that when personnel do not perceive the evaluation system to be fair then they are likely 
to ignore, subvert, or game the evaluation process.  Based on this information, principals 
in Pennsylvania may not perceive the evaluation system to be fair and meaningful. 
In response to a request by the Pennsylvania Department of Education, the report, 
“Measuring School Leaders’ Effectiveness: An Interim Report from a Multiyear Pilot of 
Pennsylvania’s Framework for Leadership” (2014) was published.  The report focused on 
the fifty percent observation/practice component of principal effectiveness, which 
requires the use of the Framework for Leadership.  Performance ratings for the FFL 
include, from high to low, distinguished, proficient, needs improvement, and failing.  
Researchers sought to analyze three key Framework for Leadership properties using data 
collected from 336 principals and 69 assistant principals: (a) internal consistency, (b) 
score variation, and (c) concurrent validity.  The findings reported good internal 
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consistency, limited score variation, and limited concurrent validity.  Recommendations 
based on these findings include providing more guidance to supervisors on how to assign 
scores for each component as well as obtaining ratings of school leaders by other 
stakeholders to check the validity of scores assigned by supervisors.  In order to obtain 
ratings by other stakeholders, PDE could consider the use of a “360” evaluation tool to 
ask teachers to rate their school leaders anonymously.  The report also detailed that 
principal supervisors received training on the FFL during one day, which familiarized 
them with the FFL and only included general guidance on how to assign scores.  An 
additional recommendation was made for PDE to provide illustrative, concrete examples 
of the quantity and quality of evidence that would merit each component score.  
The 2014-2015 school year marked the first year of implementation for the 
Principal Effectiveness component of Act 82.  In July of 2014, the Pennsylvania 
Department of Education released additional documents to support the principal 
evaluation system.  The first document is titled, “Framework for Leadership: Types of 
Evidence,” and provides examples of evidence that would support a proficient level of 
performance for each of the components within the Framework for Leadership (PDE, 
2014).  The document is organized into columns titled, “Domain,” “Component,” 
“Description from Rubric: Proficient Category,” “Types of Evidence-General,” and 
“Locally Agreed Upon Evidence, Timelines, Impact.”  Within the “Types of Evidence” 
column are the following clarifying statements: “Provided as Examples Only” and “Local 
Entity Determines Specific Evidence to be Used for Evaluation.”  The second document 
is titled, “Possible Guiding Questions: Strategic Discussions Between Supervising 
Administrators and Principals” (PDE, 2014).  This document utilizes the components 
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within the Framework for Leadership to identify questions that could guide discussion 
between a principal’s supervisor and the principal about the principal’s performance.  
This document also reinforces that questions should not be used as a checklist and are not 
mandatory to use.  Instead, decisions should be determined locally.  A third document 
titled, “Educator Effectiveness Administrative Manual,” was published to provide 
guidance in the evaluation of educators, highlight critical components of effectiveness 
training, and offer opportunities for professional growth (PDE, 2014).  The manual 
describes the features of Act 82 associated with the compliance requirements set forth by 
the legislation and was designed to help guide educators in the implementation of the Act 
82 rating tools.  Principals are evaluated using the 82-2 Rating Tool. 
In May of 2015, the Pennsylvania Association of Elementary and Secondary 
School Principals (PAESSP) released, “Educator Effectiveness and Evaluation: A White 
Paper by PAESSP and PASA,” in an attempt to inform and direct future efforts to 
improve the Act 82 evaluation systems for teachers and principals.  PAESSP partnered 
with the Pennsylvania Association of School Administrators (PASA) to compose the 
white paper and shared it with the Secretary of Education, Pedro Rivera, and the 
Pennsylvania Department of Education.  PAESSP also hopes that the information will be 
shared with local legislators in order to build momentum and support in advancing 
changes for the future.  The white paper identified components of effective evaluation 
systems (PAESSP, 2015); 
1. Challenging professional standards to define appropriate practice. 
2. Flexibility to relate professional standards to local goals. 
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3. Different expectations for professionals based upon career state, employee 
and employer needs and the purpose of the evaluation. 
4. An understanding of organizational supports and barriers to effective job 
performance. 
5. Employee engagement, self-appraisal, and feedback. 
6. A strong and diverse body of evidence, including opportunities for 
educators to produce evidence. 
7. Safeguards to ensure that high-stakes decisions are based upon valid and 
reliable measures of an employee’s work. 
8. Link to professional development. 
9. Ongoing training for evaluators and those being evaluated. 
The white paper also identified “Promising Characteristics,” “Unintended 
Consequences,” “Critical Lessons,” and “Recommended Strategies to Address 
Unintended Consequences and Build an Effective Educator Evaluation System.” Of 
particular importance for the principal evaluation system and focus of this study are the 
following from each section found in Table 1 (PAESSP, 2015). 
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Table 1 
PAESSP White Paper Summary Applicable to this Study 
Promising 
Characteristics 
• For the first time, the Commonwealth has a standardized 
principal evaluation process. 
• The standards for the principals’ evaluation provide for a 
consistent model in which to observe practice and direct 
professional growth. 
• Many employers are using the new evaluation system to 
encourage professional reflection. 
• The State has provided substantial training on the new 
educator evaluation system through Intermediate Units, 
although the extent to which this training has been shared 
with building level administrators varies substantially. 
• The system allows employers to determine the weight of 
individuals’ components within the four domains of clinical 
observation. 
Unintended 
Consequences 
• Fails to emphasize professional growth among satisfactory 
educators. 
• Reduces focus on targeted professional learning specifically 
related to practice. 
• Fails to discriminate between supervision and evaluation. 
• Overlooks the unique job responsibilities of assistant 
principals. 
Critical Lessons • Importance of simplicity. 
• Importance of brevity. 
• Need for across-the-board training. 
• Focus on professionalism and professional expertise. 
• Emphasis on improvement. 
Recommended 
Strategies 
Effective Components 
• Continue to evaluate school principals and assistant 
principals with a rubric based upon Pennsylvania’s 
Framework for Leadership. 
• Continue to develop training for educators on the applicable 
standards of practice and on components of effective 
evaluation and supervision. 
• Continue to allow employers to determine how much to 
weigh each individual component within a domain. 
 
Modifications to Improve 
• Focus on professional growth. 
• Discriminate between supervision and evaluation to 
encourage educator growth. 
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On July 29 and 30, 2015, representatives from the Pennsylvania Department of 
Education facilitated a training titled, “Act 82 Boot Camp.”  The representatives included 
Angela Kirby-Wehr, Lenny Sweeney, and Robert Holbrook.  An email from Angela 
Kirby-Wehr advertising the training stated, “The purpose of the boot camp is to provide 
LEAs with an opportunity to work with their district teams to develop a plan for the 
implementation of Act 82, in accordance with the legislative intent of the law (personal 
communication, July 15, 2015).”  Lenny Sweeney and Robert Holbrook assumed the lead 
for the Principal Effectiveness part of the training.  To address the Framework for 
Leadership, PDE provided a document titled, “Framework for Leadership” and asked 
participants to answer the questions within.  The questions asked districts to identify what 
factors they consider when determining which Framework for Leadership components 
are required, what approach is used to determine the final rating scores, and how they are 
ensuring a consistent approach for all administrators within the LEA.  The document also 
stated, “As guidance the Department has suggested a “preponderance of evidence” as a 
means for determining a final rating score for each of the domains within the Framework 
for Leadership.  While this evidence based approach has been the suggestion, LEAs have 
been using various approaches.”  These questions and statements verify that districts are 
making substantial local decisions in regards to the principal evaluation process.  
Act 82 provides clear regulations in regards to who is being evaluated, what the 
criteria is for ratings within the Framework for Leadership, and why Act 82 was brought 
about.  Act 82 does not provide clear regulations in regards to when and where evidence 
pertaining to the Framework for Leadership is collected or how principal supervisors 
provide meaningful feedback to principals in order to foster professional growth.  It is up 
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to each district to make local decisions to determine when, where, and how.  Some of 
these decisions may result in positive perceptions and foster meaningful professional 
growth while others may not.  For this reason, it is crucial that the varying 
implementation methods for the Framework for Leadership are studied by examining 
when and where evidence is collected, how the principal supervisors provide feedback, 
and how these methods are related to the principals’ perceptions of the evaluation process 
in terms of opportunities for professional growth. 
Statement of the Problem 
 
 The primary purpose of principal evaluation systems is to improve the practice of 
principals, yet principal evaluations do not always achieve this purpose (Fuller, 
Hollingworth, & Lui, 2015).  A meta-analysis of qualitative and quantitative studies that 
measured principal impact on student achievement found a significant correlation 
between principal leadership and student achievement (Marzano et al., 2003).  The study 
indicated that if principal quality is increased by one standard deviation, student 
achievement would rise ten percentile points.  “Principals typically have an indirect 
impact on student outcomes by influencing directly the people who work in schools, how 
they work, and on what they focus their work (Fuller et al., 2015).”  While the principals’ 
impact on student achievement is indirect, the influence is direct and can be impactful 
making it crucial for evaluation systems to improve the practice of principals.  
  While the amount of local decisions is vast for Pennsylvania, the New Jersey 
principal evaluation process that was implemented in 2013-2014 provides more direct 
guidance regarding how to implement principal practice instruments (Hermann & Ross, 
2016).  The New Jersey principal practice instruments are comparable to the Framework 
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for Leadership.  The New Jersey Department of Education identified criteria for 
implementing these instruments unlike the Pennsylvania Department of Education 
(Hermann, et al., 2016).  The criteria included: 
• Using information from multiple sources of evidence collected throughout the 
year. 
• Using information from at least two school-based observations of practice for 
tenured principals and three school-based observations of practice for non-tenured 
principals. 
• Incorporating feedback from teachers regarding principal performance and from 
other stakeholder groups, as appropriate, regarding individual, school, or district 
performance goals. 
 Ideally, all principals would perceive the Framework for Leadership 
implementation and results as fair, valid, reliable, and useful.  However, school districts 
in Pennsylvania made local decisions in order to implement the Framework for 
Leadership in terms of evidence collection methods and providing feedback to the 
principal, which results in a wide variety of implementation methods, a lack of identified 
best practices, and little oversight that guarantees opportunities for professional growth.  
For these reasons, it is necessary to study the Framework for Leadership implementation 
methods.  
Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
 
Purpose Statement 
 
The purpose of this study is to explore the various implementation methods for 
the Pennsylvania Framework for Leadership and how principals perceive the process. 
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Specifically, when and where evidence is collected, and how the ways in which principal 
supervisors provide feedback impact professional growth opportunities.  Principal 
perception data will be collected and related to the information about evidence and 
feedback.  The findings will identify the best practices that result in an evaluation process 
pertaining to the Framework for Leadership component that is perceived as fair by the 
principals and results in meaningful professional growth.   
There is a wealth of information about the best practices for evaluating teachers 
and collecting evidence such as engaging in formal observations, peer coaching, 
instructional rounds, walk-throughs, and clinical supervision to name a few.  The 
literature and research is lacking in this area for principals.  There is also a wealth of 
information about the role of the principal when it comes to evaluating teachers.  The role 
of the principal is evolving and principals are expected to be the instructional leaders of 
their buildings.  The role of the principals’ evaluators must also change, but very little 
information is available about this important role.  By exploring various implementation 
methods for the Framework for Leadership, the results may; 
• Influence the way that principals are evaluated statewide and nationwide; 
• Inform policy decisions at the state level regarding the evaluation of principals; 
• Improve the quality of education systems throughout the state of Pennsylvania; 
and 
• Contribute to the limited body of research currently available about how to 
effectively evaluate principals using the Framework for Leadership. 
Significance of the Problem 
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 Studying the Framework for Leadership is timely, relevant, and significant.  The 
Pennsylvania Department of Education developed its own, unique rubric for evaluating 
principals and it is now time to ascertain information that could provide input into both 
state and national conversations about improving principal evaluation in order to impact 
the professional growth of principals.  Positively impacting principals’ professional 
growth could positively impact student achievement.   
In 2012, the National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) and 
the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) released a report 
titled, Rethinking Principal Evaluation: A New Paradigm Informed by Research and 
Practice (Zubrzycki, 2013).  This report summarized nationwide research, which was 
noted as surprisingly thin, about principal evaluation processes.  The key findings include 
the following; 
• Many principal evaluation instruments are neither technically sound nor useful for 
improving principal performance. 
• Many principal and assistant principals are never formally evaluated in any 
meaningful way. 
• The quality of how principal evaluations are conducted may be even more 
important than the content of the evaluations. 
The NAESP and NASSP report also noted that a 2011 WestEd study titled, The Policies 
and Practices of Principal Evaluation: A Review of the Literature, stated that 
“implementation trumped instrumentation in terms of how well evaluations were 
conducted, how evaluators were perceived by principals, and how connected effective 
evaluations were to promoting the principals’ professional growth (Davis, et al., 2011).”  
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Overall, this research suggests that how the principals are evaluated could be more 
important than what the evaluations contain.  The report also shared that overall there is 
an absence of the principals’ voices and perspectives, which is contradictory to the 
recommendation that principals should be active contributors to the evaluation process 
from the design stage to the final stage (Zubrzycki, 2013).  
 The concerns about ineffective evaluation systems were also evidenced in the 
article Evaluating Administrators (Reeves, 2004).  The article summarized results of the 
National Leadership Evaluation Study conducted by the Center for Performance 
Assessment in 2002.  As a result of the study, leadership evaluation was identified as a 
“perfect storm” of failure (Reeves, 2014).  A combination of a growing shortage of 
educational leaders with leadership evaluation systems that discourage effective leaders, 
fail to sanction ineffective leaders, and rarely even consider the goal of improved 
leadership performance that simultaneously results in an overall ineffective system.  
While huge strides have been made in transforming teacher evaluation the same cannot 
be said about leadership evaluation.  The article highlighted these key points (Reeves, 
2004); 
• More than 18 percent of the leaders had never received an evaluation in their 
current position.  One of the leaders stated, “The worst evaluation is no evaluation 
at all.  The message was that I am not important enough for my supervisor to take 
time to give me an evaluation.” 
• Of the leaders who were evaluated, 82 percent found leadership evaluation to be 
inconsistent, ambiguous, and counterproductive. 
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• Only 54 percent of the leaders said that their evaluation was based on clear 
standards. 
• Only 47 percent of the leaders indicated that their evaluation was sufficiently 
specific to help them improve their performance. 
In addition, the narrative comments in the study revealed feelings of anger, betrayal, and 
despair.  Effective evaluation systems should enable both the evaluator and the one being 
evaluated to understand clearly the differences between the various levels of 
performance.  This can be accomplished by providing specific, accurate, timely, and 
frequent feedback.  This study will seek to identify the most effective ways that the 
Framework for Leadership is being implemented in a suburban southeastern 
Pennsylvania county in order to identify best practices that can be replicated by others.   
Research Questions 
 
Central Research Question 
 
1. What is the relationship among the collection of evidence, the providing of 
feedback, and the principal’s perception of the Framework for Leadership in a 
suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county? 
Sub-Research Questions  
 
2. What are the perceptions of principals from a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania 
county of the expectations and standards for leadership performance in the 
Framework for Leadership? 
3. What methods and frequencies are employed to collect evidence regarding 
principal performance in a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county on the 
Framework for Leadership? 
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4. What methods and frequencies are employed to provide feedback to principals 
regarding principal performance in a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county? 
5. How do principals from a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county perceive 
the usefulness of and opportunities for professional growth from the feedback that 
is provided about their Framework for Leadership performance? 
Conceptual Framework and Researcher’s Stance 
 
Researcher’s Stance 
 
 The research stance that guides this mixed methods study is the interpretive 
framework of pragmatism.  Creswell (2013) describes individuals holding an interpretive 
framework based on pragmatism, “as focusing on the outcomes of the research-the 
actions, situations, and consequences of inquiry-rather than antecedent conditions” (p. 
28).  Mixed methods research should use a method and philosophy that attempt to fit 
together the insights provided by qualitative and quantitative research into a workable 
solution (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  As an action oriented person, the idea of 
research leading to action is very energizing for the researcher.  Identifying what works, 
as well as solutions to problems, is something that the researcher would prefer to 
accomplish through this study. 
Within this framework, an ontological philosophical assumption will place the 
focus on the nature of reality, specifically the implementation of the Framework for 
Leadership (Creswell, 2013).  The researcher believes in multiple realities, and that those 
realities can be perceived in various ways.  Subjects of a study can experience the same 
events but because of their beliefs, values, and attitudes they may have drastically 
different perceptions. 
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The researcher believes that every student deserves a quality school leader and 
that principals will perform at their highest possible level only through an evaluation 
process that they deem fair and leads to professional growth.  As a former principal and 
now as a consultant who is responsible for supporting districts in the implementation of 
Act 82, the researcher is aware of the many challenges that exist in Pennsylvania with 
this new evaluation system.  The researcher also acknowledges that despite the 
challenges, there are many opportunities for improving teaching and learning through the 
Framework for Leadership.  In this study, the researcher seeks to understand more about 
principal perceptions regarding the Framework for Leadership as well as how the role of 
the principals’ evaluators impacts those perceptions.  This understanding will support the 
researcher in identifying best practices for the implementation of the Framework for 
Leadership component of the principal evaluation system. 
Conceptual Framework 
 The conceptual framework for this study (see Figure 1.1, Conceptual Framework) 
identifies three literature streams.  The first literature stream includes an overview of the 
increased accountability for principal evaluation at the federal and state level.  The 
second literature stream focuses on principal evaluation processes and theories that 
currently exist including the purpose of evaluation, characteristics for effective principal 
evaluation, evidence collection methods, research about how principals perceive the 
evaluation process, and the identification and description of two research-based models 
for principal evaluation.  The third literature stream discusses recommendations for an 
effective path forward for principal evaluation that emphasizes the role of the principals’ 
evaluators and opportunities for professional growth. 
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Increased accountability for principal evaluation.  Pennsylvania is one of at 
least 36 states who have adopted laws regarding principal evaluation (“States Forge,” 
2014).  Pennsylvania adopted Act 82 of 2012, which required the implementation of 
educator effectiveness evaluation systems for all certified educators including teachers, 
principals, and non-teaching professionals.  The teacher evaluation component of Act 82 
consists of utilizing the research-based Framework for Teaching (Danielson, 2007) while 
the principal evaluation component consists of utilizing a rubric called the Framework for 
Leadership, which was developed through a process facilitated by representatives of the 
Pennsylvania Department of Education. 
Principal evaluation facts and figures.  There is literature available to explain 
the purpose of evaluation as well as the characteristics of effective principal evaluations.  
There are various methods and sources of evidence collection such as observations, 
artifacts, and data.  Principal perception data is available, which does not paint the current 
status of principal evaluations nationwide in a positive light.  Despite a lack of research 
regarding principal evaluation there are two research-based methods. 
 An effective path forward for principal evaluation.  In order to move forward 
effectively with principal evaluation, the role of the principal’s supervisor must be 
considered.  This role varies, and best practices and recommendations have been 
identified.  Pennsylvania can learn from this research as well as the research that will be 
conducted in this study. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework 
Definition of Terms 
The following definitions were found in the Educator Effectiveness Administrative 
Manual published by the Pennsylvania Department of Education in 2014. 
Act 82-Passed on June 30, 2012 with requirements for evaluation in Section 1123 of 
School Code. 
Differentiated Supervision Model-Used by schools to diversify evaluations of 
Instructional II Staff. 
Educator Effectiveness System-the program developed by PDE to improve teaching and 
learning. 
Overall Performance Ratings-Distinguished, Proficient, Needs Improvement, Failing 
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Principal/School Leader-A building principal, an assistant principal, a vice principal or  
a director of vocational education. 
Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 
 
Assumptions 
 
 It was assumed for this study that all participating principals are being evaluated 
on the Observation/Practice component of the Act 82 Principal Effectiveness system with 
the Framework for Leadership.  The Act 82 Principal Effectiveness System was a state 
mandate beginning with the 2014-2015 school year.  It was also assumed that principal 
performance ratings on the Framework for Leadership are evidence-based and that the 
principal’s supervisor provides them with some type of feedback about their 
performance.  Lastly, it was assumed that all principals completed the questionnaire 
while maintaining professional and ethical honesty. 
Limitations 
 A limitation for this study included the amount of thought and consideration that 
participants put into completing the questionnaire.  Principals are extremely busy and 
may not invest in adequately thinking through the answers for each question posed.   In 
addition, there was the possibility that results might be limited due to the respondents not 
understanding the questions.  Another limitation may include the professional 
development provided to the principals and assistant principals in regards to the 
Framework for Leadership.  Some principals may have experienced high-quality 
professional development while others may not have.   
 The selection of districts for the qualitative phase of the study presented another 
limitation.  In their current job, the researcher works closely with the principals and the 
principals’ supervisors.  In addition, the topic of evaluation including providing 
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perception data about your evaluator, is very sensitive.  For these reasons, the researcher 
did not identify individual principals from the quantitative phase to be included in 
qualitative phase.  Instead, the researcher identified school districts as a whole.  
Maintaining confidentiality throughout the research process was a large consideration and 
necessity for this study, however, it also presented limitations in the integration of the 
quantitative and qualitative data. 
Delimitations 
Delimitations for this study included the inclusion of principals from a suburban 
southeastern Pennsylvania county only.  Act 82 was mandated for all principals in 
Pennsylvania but only a section of principals participated.  Another delimitation included 
the inclusion of only principals and not assistant principals.  Assistant principals are most 
likely to be evaluated by principals and therefore the researcher decided it was best to 
isolate the principal as the one being evaluated and not doing the evaluations for this 
study.  Another delimitation included the exclusion of the perception of the principals’ 
evaluators in the study.  The intent of this study was to give principals a voice in the 
evaluation process and therefore the focus is narrow and only included principals. 
Summary 
There is no argument about the importance of an effective and fair principal 
evaluation system.  In order to be effective, principals must perceive the process as fair 
and experience opportunities for professional growth as a result.  Pennsylvania school 
districts were required to implement Act 82 of 2012, which meant new educator 
effectiveness evaluation systems.  Along with the requirement came the necessity to 
make local decisions about how to implement the Framework for Leadership.  Now is a 
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crucial time to learn about which local decisions in regards to evidence collection and 
providing feedback can be deemed as best practices for implementing the Framework for 
Leadership component of principal evaluation in Pennsylvania.  The literature review will 
demonstrate ample evidence to support the need for strong educational leaders, but there 
is little evidence to document principal evaluation systems that are perceived as fair and 
provide opportunities for professional growth.  Currently, there is a lack of evidence in 
this regard for the Pennsylvania Framework for Leadership.    
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Chapter 2: The Literature Review 
Introduction to the Literature Review 
Through this literature review, information about the surge for increased 
accountability will be presented, followed by specific details about Pennsylvania’s Act 82 
Educator Effectiveness System, and systems from other states.  Pertinent facts and figures 
about principal evaluation will be shared, and the concept of principal evaluations will 
then be discussed and connected to recommendations for an effective path forward that 
emphasizes the role of the principals’ supervisors and opportunities for professional 
growth.  This literature review will validate the need for further study of the Pennsylvania 
developed Framework for Leadership evaluation process. 
Increased Accountability for Principal Evaluation 
 Since 2010, at least 36 states have adopted laws requiring principals to undergo 
regular assessments with an increase in rigor (“States Forge,” 2014).  This surge is a 
direct result of the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and the federal Race to the 
Top White House initiative of 2012 (McMahon, Peters, & Schumacher, 2014).  The Race 
to the Top competitive grant program sought to reward states that have demonstrated 
success in raising student achievement and have the best plans to accelerate their reforms 
in the future.   
In order to apply for a portion of the available $4.35 billion in funds, states were 
required to design and implement rigorous, transparent, and fair evaluation systems for 
teachers and principals that differentiate effectiveness using multiple rating categories 
that take into account data on student growth and are designed and developed with 
teacher and principal involvement (McMahon et al., 2014).  The application also required 
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annual evaluations to include timely and constructive feedback, and to inform decisions 
regarding teacher and principal development, compensation, tenure, and termination (U. 
S. Department of Education, 2009).  Pennsylvania applied for and became the 41st state to 
receive a waiver from No Child Left Behind (NCLB) on August 20, 2013 (U. S. 
Department of Education, 2013).  Both of these initiatives, Race to the Top, and the 
NCLB waiver, required a commitment and plan to support and increase effective 
teaching and leadership.  Pennsylvania’s answer to this was Act 82 of 2012. 
For the purposes of this literature review, the term evaluation will refer to the 
processes and methods, combined as systems, through which a principal’s effectiveness, 
and a principal’s performance are measured.  The term assessment will refer to any of the 
various processes or methods used to inform the evaluation, and lastly effectiveness 
refers to the degree in which a principal is successful in achieving desired results.  The 
U.S. Department of Education (2011) defined a highly effective principal in terms of 
student outcomes by specifying that a highly effective principal is defined as one whose 
students achieve high rates of growth.  A high rate of growth is defined as one and one-
half grade levels in an academic year.  Simply put, principal effectiveness is defined as 
the intended or expected effects of principals’ work.  Principal performance is defined as 
how the principal measures up to performance standards often collected through a rubric 
assessment and survey results (New Leaders, 2012).  In order for evaluation systems to 
be fair, valid, reliable, and useful requires them to reflect an accurate definition of 
principal effectiveness and principal performance.   
Act 82 of 2012 
  For Classroom Teachers, the Pennsylvania Department of Education adopted a 
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research-based teacher observation and practice model called the Framework for 
Teaching by Charlotte Danielson (PDE, 2012).  This model includes components of 
instruction, aligned to the Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium 
(INTASC) standards, and is grounded in a constructivist view of learning and teaching 
(Danielson, 2007).  The framework is divided into four domains and 22 components 
reflecting the complex activity of teaching (Danielson, 2007).  For principals, the 
Pennsylvania Department of Education developed a framework that would be unique to 
Pennsylvania called the Framework for Leadership.  A PowerPoint presentation by PDE 
(2014) titled, “Measuring Principal Effectiveness,” describes the journey that took place 
leading to the development of the final Framework for Leadership.  During the 
development phase, reviews of existing work from other states were conducted, the Act 
45 Core and Corollary Standards were considered, a review of research took place, and 
other experts from the field provided consultative services (The Pennsylvania Department 
of Education, 2014).  The Framework for Leadership is made up of 22 components across 
four domains.  For both frameworks, the educator being evaluated receives a rating on 
each component ranging from failing, needs improvement, proficient or distinguished.   
There are relevant differences between what is provided in the “Educator 
Effectiveness Administrative Manual” for classroom teachers versus principals when it 
comes to the actual process of conducting observations and supervision (The 
Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2014).  For classroom teachers, PDE (2014) 
provides a section titled, “Evidence/Documentation” that lists examples of evidence that 
may be collected to inform a teacher’s rating.  PDE (2014) also provides a section titled, 
“Formative Supervision for the Framework for Teaching.”  This section describes the 
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recommendation for a supervision system consisting of two models: “Formal 
Observation” and “Differentiated Supervision.”  Formal observation of teacher practice is 
accomplished through formal and informal observations measured against the Framework 
for Teaching.  It is noted that this data collection process is formative and may focus the 
efforts of the teacher on a professional development plan to improve instructional 
practices and student achievement.  The formal observation process is described as 
including a pre-observation conference, the observation conference, and the post-
observation conference.  Prior to the post-observation conference, the teacher completes a 
self-assessment of their performance.  Informal observations may include but are not 
limited to the following: walkthroughs, presentations, meetings, communications, and 
other evidence of classroom practice.  In addition to the formal observation process, PDE 
(2014) recommends a mode of differentiated supervision in order to recognize the levels 
of experience, effectiveness, and professionalism of teachers.  This process fosters 
professional growth and can be completed through peer coaching, action research, or 
portfolios.  The significance of the above information is the fact that the Principal 
Evaluation section of the manual does not make any reference to evidence collection, 
formal observations, or differentiated supervision (The Pennsylvania Department of 
Education, 2014). 
Accountability in Other States 
 While the Pennsylvania Department of Education is silent on many of the 
specifics for the implementation of the Framework for Leadership, other states are not.  
According to the, “Field Guide for the Principal Performance Review,” published by the 
New York City Department of Education (2015), the Measures of Leadership Practice 
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(MOLP) account for 60% of a principal’s overall rating.  The Measures of Leadership 
Practice are assessed through supervisory visits that are conducted at least twice per year.  
The supervisory visits could be of a quality review format or principal practice 
observation format.  During supervisory visits, evaluators gather evidence from sources 
such as principal interviews and classroom visitations using the Principal Practice 
Observation Tool.  Each visit concludes with a debrief that includes verbal feedback from 
the evaluator about what was seen and heard regarding the highest leverage quality (New 
York City Department of Education, 2015). 
 The Ohio Principal Evaluation System (OPES) includes 50% of the summative 
rating come from principal performance on standards based on the Ohio Standards for 
Principals (The Ohio Department of Education, 2015).  This is made up of two 
components: (1) professional growth plan including goal-setting or improvement plan 
and (2) formative assessment of principal performance based on the Ohio Standards for 
Principals.  The evaluation process requires the evaluator to use and record evidence 
gathered in multiple ways.  The multiple ways include the Professional Growth Plan, 
formal observations, informal observations, communication and professionalism, and 
conferences.  The professional growth plan is developed based on data collected through 
a self-assessment and reflection upon student growth measures.  The principal and 
evaluator agree upon two focused goals.  One goal must be focused on increased student 
achievement and growth and the second goal must be focused on increased skills and 
knowledge on the performance standards.  The principal and evaluator, when establishing 
goals, should discuss stakeholder feedback in the form of perception data.  The OPES 
model is grounded in formative assessment designed to improve performance and 
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effectiveness while being professional, supportive, collegial, and developmental in nature 
(The Ohio Department of Education, 2015).  The model recognizes that continuous 
improvement fostered through a coaching relationship between the principal and their 
evaluator enables principals to increase their capacity over time and impact higher levels 
of student performance in their schools (The Ohio Department of Education, 2015). 
 Maine Schools for Excellence (2015) provides an evidence-based process for 
evaluating principals on their ability to provide effective instructional feedback to 
teachers.  The Leader Evaluation and Professional Growth (LEPG) system assesses 
school-leaders’ performance as teacher evaluators.  By adopting the American Institutes 
for Research (AIR) instructional feedback observation instrument, the Maine Schools for 
Excellence now has a protocol for the collection of evidence to inform a principal’s 
summative rating (Maine Schools for Excellence, 2015).  All principals are observed at 
least twice per year as they provide instructional feedback in a post-observation setting.  
After principal supervisors gather evidence, they are responsible for sharing the 
observation results and giving principals feedback on performance. 
Principal Evaluation Facts and Figures 
While the nearly 90,000 public school principals represent a small percentage of 
the public education sector, their work can have a ripple effect on the approximately 3.4 
million teachers and 55 million school age students in the United States.  According to 
the Wallace Foundation (2011), when it comes to achieving school wide improvements in 
learning, investing in effective principals is a cost-effective solution.  Yet, through a 
study, the IBM Corporation concluded that of the 11 key industries’ human capital 
management practices, the education field was found to be the least likely to strategically 
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and purposefully work to secure outstanding talent (Behrstock-Sherratt, Clifford, & 
Fetters, 2012).  Even more alarming is a discovery made during a comprehensive review 
of principal leadership assessment practices.  Researchers found that among the 44 
various evaluation instruments explored, psychometric properties were identified for only 
four (or 9%) of them (Carson, Cravens, Elliott, Goldring, Murphy, & Porter, 2009).  
According to Fuller and Hollingworth (2014), there are currently no evaluation processes 
or methods used to estimate principal effectiveness that accurately capture the 
independent effect of principals on student test scores.  Furthermore, literally none of the 
high-quality studies investigating how to accurately assess principal effectiveness were 
written before the federal Race to the Top initiative, which required the adoption of 
principal evaluation in numerous states across the country (United States Department of 
Education, 2009).   
The Purpose of Evaluation 
 The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (2009) identified 
that the most important objective of personnel evaluations is to provide a clear signal to 
the employee about their job performance in order to improve performance, and that 
personnel evaluations should be ethical, fair, useful, feasible, and accurate.  Feldman, 
Knapp, Portin, and Washington (2006) identify three functions of leadership assessment: 
(a) personnel management, (b) professional development, and (c) organizational 
improvement.  Performance evaluations can be a powerful way to support the continuous 
growth and development of principals as instructional leaders.  Principal evaluation 
systems should reflect new goals and priorities for principals and support improved 
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school leadership.  Many studies raise questions about current principal evaluation 
processes and methods being able to serve the intended purposes (Clifford, et al., 2011). 
Characteristics of Effective Principal Evaluations 
 In order to accomplish the intended purposes for principal evaluations, there are 
recommendations in regards to what would characterize fair, valid, reliable, and useful 
principal evaluation systems.  Hedgspeth, Jimes, Rubio, Stephens and Tredway (2012) 
call for a tripartite framework for leadership evaluation, which would include a 360-
degree feedback survey, a leadership accountability report card, and evidence-based use 
of a rubric implemented through a cycle of inquiry.  The survey instrument should gauge 
principal performance based on responses from multiple stakeholders, the leadership 
accountability report card should include quantitative, research-based metrics that serve 
as prerequisite indicators for improving student achievement, and the leadership rubric 
would be evidence-based targeting specific outcomes that result from a cycle of inquiry 
(Hedgspeth, et al., 2012).  Overall, Hedgspeth et al. (2012) recommend that the metrics 
are broadened and that student test scores are not used as a proxy for effectiveness. 
 Carson et al. (2009) recommend a learning-centered leadership framework that 
describes core components and key processes, which can be accomplished through a 
distributed leadership approach.  The core components are linked to school conditions 
that lead to value-added performance in student achievement, attendance, graduation rate, 
and college enrollment.  The key processes refer to the ways in which leadership 
individually and collectively influences all stakeholders to move towards achieving the 
core components.  The Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education, discussed 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  30 
further on in this review, is an example of a learning-centered leadership framework 
(Elliott, Goldring, May, Murphy, Polikoff & Porter, 2010).  
Evidence Collection 
 Regardless of the structure, format, and legislation behind principal evaluation 
systems, evidence to inform the performance ratings will always be key.  New Leaders 
(2012) describes a comprehensive effort to gather evidence of leadership practice 
inclusive of four things:  
1. Direct observation of principal practice that occurs when the evaluator is 
physically present in the school or venue where the principal is present and 
leading.  Examples of this include leadership team meetings, principals observing 
teacher practice, or principal to teacher feedback conversations. 
2. Indirect observation of principal practice occurring when the evaluator is 
observing or reviewing systems or processes that have been developed and 
implemented by the principal but function without the principal present.  
Examples of this include attending teacher team meetings or observing teacher 
practice across multiple classrooms. 
3. Artifacts are other tangible sources including strategic plans, documentation of 
the school’s instructional framework, and communications to families and 
community members. 
4. School data represents concrete results of a principal’s work including student 
performance data and stakeholder feedback. 
Evidence in the form of stakeholder feedback can be captured in the form of a 
360-degree feedback model (New Leaders, 2012).  Used by many businesses to provide 
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feedback to managers on their leadership behavior from multiple individuals with whom 
they interact, the model can be used in educational settings as well.  When doing so, it is 
crucial that the principal’s supervisor recognize this as a tool for professional growth and 
should not be used in the hiring or firing of principals.  According to Moore (2009), 
principals can be confident that through anonymous 360-degree feedback, they can 
receive the honest information needed to improve their leadership.  It is important to note 
that many leaders go through a grieving process when reviewing their 360-degree 
feedback scores.  Research has shown that principals from all performance levels were 
very disappointed and depressed when reviewing the evidence for the first time.  The 
conclusion can be drawn that if they had been given honest feedback from previous 
evaluations and performance reviews, they may not have been so surprised (Moore, 
2009). 
Evidence can also be captured in a portfolio to document principal performance.  
Portfolios are not actually instruments but “conceptual containers” into which principals 
can place a wide variety of artifacts documenting their achievement (Lashway, 2003).  
By themselves, portfolios will not align principal evaluation with the need to improve 
student achievement, but when focused on professional growth goals, they can provide an 
evidence-oriented process that spurs school leaders to think more deeply about the impact 
they have on student performance. 
Principal Perception 
Among the small number of studies on principal evaluation are significant facts 
about how principals perceive the evaluation process.  Principals view performance 
evaluation as perfunctory, having limited value, feedback development, or accountability 
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to school improvement (Feldman, et al., 2006).  Carson et al. (2009) share that in a 
nationwide survey, few principals found the evaluation process relevant to enhancing 
their motivation and improving their performance.  Principals also indicated that their 
evaluations did not specify what behaviors should be changed and most principals 
reported not having received useful feedback from their supervisors and that the 
evaluation criteria were unclear (Carson et. al., 2009).  In order for principal evaluation to 
be effective, principals must perceive the system as fair and equitable in order to act on 
the signals communicated by the evaluation (Joint Committee, 2009). 
In a study of how Minnesota school principals perceive the evaluation process, 
Muenich (2014) found that input from school principals has often been ignored.  While 
90.2% of principals agreed or strongly agreed that evaluations of their performance have 
been consistent and fair only 51.7% of the principals found the evaluation process highly 
valuable or valuable in regards to professional growth (Muenich, 2014).  This suggests 
that principals feel they have been evaluated in a fair and consistent manner, but the 
process has lacked value with regards to improving their job performance.    
Two Research-Based Models for Principal Evaluation 
 Despite the doubt surrounding principal evaluations, there are two research-based 
models for evaluating principals, which includes the Marzano School Leadership 
Evaluation Model and the Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education.  Both 
models were developed based on extensive literature reviews and have undergone 
psychometric testing.   
The Marzano School Leadership Evaluation Model (2012) identifies 24 
categories, also known as elements, of principal actions and behaviors that are organized 
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into five domains: (a) a data-driven focus on student achievement, (b) continuous 
improvement of instruction, (c) a guaranteed and viable curriculum, (d) cooperation and 
collaboration, and (e) school climate.  For each of the elements, scales have been 
developed along with example evidences of success.  The scale ranges from a high of 
four to a low of zero as innovating, applying, developing, beginning, and not using.  
Applying is considered the proficiency level (Marzano, 2012).   
The Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED) is a multi-rater 
assessment of principals’ learning-centered leadership.  The VAL-ED was developed 
over a period of three years, which included development of a test framework, a series of 
qualitative and quantitative studies, and a national field trial (Elliott, et al., 2010).  The 
VAL-ED requires sources of evidence and then ratings based on a five-point scale.  The 
scale ranges from a high of five to a low of one as Outstandingly Effective, Highly 
Effective, Satisfactorily Effective, Minimally Effective, and Ineffective.  The VAL-ED is 
different from the Marzano School Leadership Evaluation Model as it includes the multi-
rater process consisting of the principal, their supervisor, and all the teachers in the 
school.  Neither model explicitly identifies the evidence collection process or training for 
the principal’s supervisor. 
An Effective Path Forward for Principal Evaluation 
As it stands, principal evaluation processes and methods in Pennsylvania, and in 
other states, leave room to question the fairness, validity, reliability, and usefulness.  In 
addition to the findings mentioned previously from the Pennsylvania Framework for 
Leadership study (2014), other areas of concern include the fact that most principals 
received scores of proficient or distinguished on their Framework for Leadership 
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performance, which are the two highest ratings.  Identifying 95% of the principals as 
proficient and distinguished with the remaining 5% as needs improvement is in contrast 
with prior research that has revealed clear differences in the contributions principals 
make to student achievement growth.  One possible explanation for this is that 
supervisors may have rated their school leaders too positively.  This could be caused by 
insufficient, inappropriate, or inadequate evidence collection methods.  
The Role of the Principal’s Supervisor  
The Wallace Foundation, a national philanthropy that seeks to improve learning 
and enrichment, has been working on many aspects of school leadership with a focus on 
identifying better ways to train, hire, support, and evaluate principals.  By improving the 
way in which principals are supported and evaluated, which requires transforming the 
role of principal supervisors, there is an opportunity for an effective path forward for 
principal evaluation (The Wallace Foundation, 2013).  In the report, “Rethinking 
Leadership: The Changing Role of Principal Supervisors” (2013, p. 7), the Wallace 
Foundation presents recommendations for building more effective principal supervisory 
systems.  The nine recommendations include:  
1. Define and clearly communicate throughout the organization the role and 
required competencies of principal supervisors; 
2. Narrow principal supervisor responsibilities and spans of control;  
3. Strategically select and deploy principal supervisors, matching skills and 
expertise to the needs of schools; 
4. Provide principal supervisors with the professional development and 
training they need to assume new instructional leadership roles; 
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5. Establish information-sharing policies or procedures to ensure clear lines 
of communication and collaboration between principal supervisors and 
central office staff; 
6. Provide early and sustained support to new principals in the form of 
coaches; 
7. Hold principals and principal supervisors accountable for the progress of 
their schools, and ensure alignment in the processes and measures used to 
assess teacher, principal, and principal supervisor performance; 
8.  Provide clear, timely, and actionable evaluation data to principals; and 
9.  Commit district resources and engage external partners in the process of 
developing future school and district leaders.  As the role of school 
principal has been transformed from one of building manager to one of 
instructional leader, this also requires a more robust instructional 
leadership role for principal supervisors as well in order for the evaluation 
process to be effective. 
In the article, “Make Room for the Principal Supervisors” (2013), the Wallace 
Foundation paints a picture of a much different relationship between a principal and their 
supervisor from most current scenarios.  Despite tight budgets, Denver Public Schools 
hired more people to coach and evaluate leaders.  In 2008, a typical principal supervisor 
may have visited a school once a month for three hours to discuss a topic set by the 
district.  Today, a typical principal supervisor spends seventy percent of their time in 
buildings.  They visit principals at least once every two weeks and participate in activities 
such as observing classrooms, analyzing data, and coaching principals through difficult 
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decisions.  This concept is known as reducing the span of control, which means reducing 
the number of people a supervisor manages so they can provide better support.  Since the 
change took place, principals have reacted positively and expressed appreciation for the 
feedback and thought partnerships.  The new structure has not been linked to an increase 
in student performance yet but the Denver Public Schools intend to continue and believe 
it can make a long-term difference (The Wallace Foundation, 2013). 
 New Leaders for New Schools (2010) state, “Principal evaluation systems are 
only complete if they include a substantial investment in principals’ professional 
growth.”  Ultimately, the purpose of evaluation is to support principals to reflect on their 
performance and identify what they need to do to reach the next level of performance.  
To do this, principal supervisors need to make the evaluation process and expectations of 
performance clear, foster the development of professional growth plans, and invest in 
ongoing professional growth activities. 
Summary 
 While the research in regards to principal evaluation is still developing, the 
necessity for a fair, valid, reliable, and useful system to measure principal performance is 
imperative.  Although Pennsylvania has taken steps in the right direction, the lack of 
regulations and research require further study in order to identify best practices for the 
implementation of the Framework for Leadership.  Undoubtedly, principals have a 
complex and crucial role that can cascade through all stakeholders involved in the 
education process.  In order to increase morale, retention, and capacity, emphasis must be 
placed on valuing development over discipline in leadership evaluation.  Methods must 
acknowledge the complexity of the work, and strive against the temptation to be satisfied 
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with naming single and efficient metrics as a substitute for effective evaluation 
(Hedgspeth, et al., 2012).  For this reason, a study of the various implementation methods 
for the Pennsylvania specific Framework for Leadership was conducted.  This study 
sought to identify the various methods of collecting evidence for the Framework for 
Leadership, how feedback is provided from the supervisor to the principal, and the 
relationships between these methods and opportunities for professional growth as well as 
principal perception of the evaluation process. 
 Too often, leadership assessment is seen as a single high-stakes event—a form to 
be completed or an interview conducted—rather than an ongoing process connected to 
the goal of continuous improvement through professional growth (“Assessing the 
Effectiveness,” 2009).  Principals’ roles have changed drastically, but have the principals’ 
supervisors changed?  Pennsylvania implemented a new principal evaluation system but 
are districts making local decisions that result in positive perceptions of the process?  
 Overall, there is concrete and comprehensive information about who, what, and 
why surrounding principal evaluation and specifically the Framework for Leadership.  
The literature is lacking in the area of when, where and how.  When it comes to 
evaluating teachers, there are standards and defined processes for conducting 
observations and walk-throughs, coaching teachers, or engaging in differentiated 
supervision models such as peer coaching, action research, and instructional rounds.  
There are also examples of this for principal evaluation in other states.  Currently, this 
does not exist for principals in regards to the Pennsylvania developed Framework for 
Leadership.  Therefore, further research was needed to explore the when, where, and how 
of principal evaluation.   
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
 
Introduction 
The focus of this explanatory sequential mixed-methods study was to explore how 
principals perceive the evaluation process using the Framework for Leadership in a 
suburban southern Pennsylvania county.  In order to study if and how the Framework for 
Leadership is improving the practice of principals, the following central research question 
was examined:  What is the relationship among the collection of evidence, the providing 
of feedback, and the principal’s perception of the Framework for Leadership in a 
suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county?  This central research question was 
answered through the quantitative and qualitative data collection, and the analysis process 
aimed at answering the following sub-research questions: 
1. What are the perceptions of principals from a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania 
county of the expectations and standards for leadership performance in the 
Framework for Leadership? 
2. What methods and frequencies are employed to collect evidence regarding 
principal performance in a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county on the 
Framework for Leadership? 
3. What methods and frequencies are employed to provide feedback to principals 
regarding principal performance in a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county? 
4. How do principals from a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county perceive 
the usefulness of and opportunities for professional growth from the feedback that 
is provided about their Framework for Leadership performance? 
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This chapter will address the Research Design and Rationale, the Research Site 
and Population, the Research Methods, and Ethical Considerations.  
Research Design and Rationale 
 
 This explanatory sequential mixed-methods research multiple case study was 
designed to explore and explain the relationship among the collection of evidence, the 
providing of feedback, and the principal’s perception of the Framework for Leadership in 
a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county.  The goal of this mixed-methods research 
was to draw from the strengths and minimize the weaknesses of single research studies 
(Johnson et al., 2004).  According to Creswell (2013), an explanatory sequential design 
permits the quantitative results to shape the qualitative data collection process and has 
two distinct phases: quantitative followed by qualitative.  “The second, qualitative phase 
builds on the first, quantitative phase, and the two phases are connected in the 
intermediate stage in the study” (Ivankova, Creswell, & Stick, 2006).  The quantitative 
data analysis provides a general understanding of the research problem and the qualitative 
data analysis refines and explains the statistical results by exploring participants’ views in 
more depth, which provides a rationale for this approach (Creswell, 2003).  
 There were several procedural issues to consider when designing this mixed-
methods research including priority, implementation, and integration (Ivankova et al., 
2006).  Priority was given to the quantitative data because it came first in the sequence of 
data collection and was used to inform the qualitative phase.  The data collection phases 
were implemented in two consecutive phases.  First, the researcher collected and 
analyzed the quantitative data followed by the qualitative data.  Integration took place at 
the beginning of the study when designing research questions that were both quantitative 
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and qualitative.  Integration also took place at the intermediate stage in the study when 
deciding upon which cases to select for the qualitative phase of the study. 
Quantitative data about how principals perceive the evaluation process were 
collected and analyzed through the use of a published survey, the Teacher Evaluation 
Profile (TEP), (Stiggins & Duke, 1988).  The TEP is designed to better understand 
teachers’ experiences with the evaluation process and can be applied to principals’ 
experiences with the evaluation process as well.  For the purpose of this study, the 
questionnaire was called the Principal Evaluation Profile (PEP).  Principals were asked to 
describe their last evaluation when completing the questionnaire.  The data collected 
from the questionnaire were used to select the participants for the qualitative phase of the 
study by identifying three school districts who seemed to perceive the evaluation process 
differently.  The districts with the highest and lowest perceptions were selected as well as 
a district where principals reported neutral feelings about the evaluation process.  
Qualitative data were collected through a multiple case study approach in order to 
enable the researcher to explore differences within and between cases.  Stiggins et al. 
(1988) state that, “the kind of research methodology most likely to be productive in 
exploring and understanding issues related to the implementation of effective growth-
oriented evaluation systems is district case-study methodology” (p. 127).  A multiple case 
study design includes more than one case, and the analysis is performed at two levels: 
within each case and across the cases (Yin, 2009).  The data gathered from this type of 
study is considered robust and reliable, but it can also be extremely time consuming 
(Baxter & Jack, 2008). 
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Interviews provided the structure for the qualitative data collection, specifically 
focus group interviews.  Creswell (2015) states that, “A focus group interview is the 
process of collecting data through interviews with a group of people, typically four to 
six” (p. 217).  The goal of the focus group interviews was to create a candid conversation 
about the principals’ experiences with the Framework for Leadership evaluation process.  
Underlying the intent of focus group interviews was that a more complete and revealing 
understanding of the issues was obtained (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008). 
Research Site and Population 
Population Description 
 The target population for this study included principals who were employed in 
one of the twelve public school districts in a suburban southern Pennsylvania county.  In 
order to be included in the target population, the principals must have been evaluated 
using the Framework for Leadership at the conclusion of the 2015-2016 academic year.  
Principals who entered their first year in the fall of 2016 were not included in the study as 
they did not experience an evaluation using the Framework for Leadership. 
 Table 2 summarizes the number of principals in the county as of September 2016.  
Overall, 96 principals were included in the target population for the study.  All of the 
principals were sent the electronic questionnaire via email to complete during the 
quantitative phase of the data collection.   
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Table 2 
Number of Principals in Target Population 
 Number of Principals 
Elementary  61 
Middle School 18 
High School 17 
  
Following the quantitative phase, the researcher moved to the qualitative phase of 
the study and identified three school districts for focus group interviews using intensity 
sampling and purposeful maximum sampling.  Lunenburg and Irby (2008) describe 
intensity sampling as selecting participants based on those who would allow for various 
levels of the research topic to be studied.  Creswell (2013) describes purposeful 
maximum sampling as, “selecting cases that show different perspectives on the problem, 
process, or event” (p. 100).  The three focus groups contained two to three principals 
from the same district and consisted of one group in each of the following areas: highest 
average perceptions of the evaluation process, lowest average perceptions of the 
evaluation process, and neutral average perceptions about the evaluation process. 
Site Description 
The site for this study was a suburban southeastern county in Pennsylvania 
consisting of twelve school districts.  Table 3 summarizes demographic information 
about each of the twelve school districts as of the 2015-2016 school year 
(www.paschoolperformance.org).  The table identifies each district with a letter label and 
describes the structure of the district in terms of the number of buildings and the number 
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of principals.  The table also provides demographic information about the student 
population including enrollment, ethnicity percentages, and the percentage of students 
from historically underperforming sub-groups. 
Table 3 
School Districts’ Demographic Information 
District # Number of 
Schools 
# of 
Principals 
Enrollment % White 
Students 
% African-
American 
Students 
% Hispanic 
Students 
% Eco-
nomically 
Disad-
vantaged 
% Special 
Education 
% English 
Language 
Learner 
A 4 4 5,012 71.51% 1.54% 22.15% 25.68% 12.05% 8.3% 
B 10 11 7,015 48.75% 31.82% 15.85% 55.24% 16.55% 4.29% 
C 16 16 12,070 79.78% 3.35% 4.47% 9.64% 16.64% 0.96% 
D 6 6 3,940 73.83% 2.61% 6.98% 12.51% 14.04% 3.05% 
E 6 6 4,212 51.78% 2.64% 42.05% 42.21% 14.72% 13.15% 
F 4 4 2,518 79.47% 6.24% 11.76% 37.17% 15.41% 2.3% 
G 7 7 5,205 85.92% 3.54% 3.98% 16.14% 15.58% 0.77% 
H 6 6 3,858 68.12% 4.22% 24.52% 44.66% 15.32% 7.65% 
I 6 6 3,738 76.06% 6.96% 10.46% 26.06% 14.74% 3.50% 
J 8 8 6,553 74.26% 3.08% 2.56% 5.86% 13.55% 1.46% 
K 6 6 4,039 81.55% 0.64% 4.41% 6.14% 13.96% 1.26% 
L 16 16 11,618 79.81% 5.53% 6.66% 13.57% 11.83% 3.29% 
 
Site Access 
In order to gain permission to conduct the study, the researcher utilized the following 
process: 
1. Approval was gained for the study from the Intermediate Unit Executive Director 
during an email exchange on August 2, 2016.  The email exchange can be found 
in Appendix A. 
2. Approval was gained for principal participation from the twelve superintendents 
in the suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county.  The researcher presented an 
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overview of the study during a superintendent meeting on September 16, 2016.  
Superintendents then responded to an email asking for consent to allow their 
principals to participate.  The consent email responses can be found in 
Appendices B-M. 
Research Methods 
 
Description of Methods Used 
 This section will describe the research methods used including the instruments for 
both the quantitative phase and the qualitative phase.  The quantitative phase consisted of 
an electronic survey questionnaire and the qualitative phase consisted of focus group 
interviews. 
 Instrumentation.  Two instruments were used to collect data for this explanatory 
sequential mixed-methods research study.  The Principal Evaluation Profile (PEP) survey 
questionnaire was used in phase one to gather quantitative data.  The researcher used 
Qualtrics to electronically administer the PEP.  In phase two, focus group interviews 
were conducted to gather qualitative data. 
 The Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP).  The Teacher Evaluation Profile survey 
questionnaire is a data collection instrument developed by Stiggins et al. (1988).  The 
researcher was given permission by Education Northwest to use the instrument in this 
study (see Appendix N).  Education Northwest also permitted the researcher to substitute 
the word “teacher” for “principal,” and several other minor word substitutions were made 
to the tool in order to make it applicable to principals.  For instance, the word “teaching” 
was changed to “leadership.” 
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 The PEP (see Appendix O) is a 55-item questionnaire that was designed to 
validate a list of key attributes of teacher evaluation by determining if these attributes 
related to professional growth outcomes of the evaluation.  “The TEP allows the user to 
analyze the growth-producing potential of their particular teacher evaluation 
environment” (Stiggins & Nickel, 1988).  Principals who participated in the PEP were 
asked to respond to the questions based upon their most recent evaluation experiences.  
The PEP instrument examined perceptions relating to five key attributes for effective 
growth-oriented evaluation processes.  These five attributes include: (1) attributes of the 
principal, (2) perceptions of the evaluator, (3) the evaluation process, (4) feedback 
received, and (5) evaluation context.  Items were presented using a five point Likert scale 
response from low to high.  Participants responded based on the degree to which they 
perceived the range of each item. 
 The Teacher Evaluation Profile has been found to be an instrument of high 
validity and reliability as proven through several research studies taking place during the 
development of the TEP and during subsequent research studies (Stiggins et al., 1988).  
The internal consistency reliability of the 55-item questionnaire was .93, which suggests 
that the tool contains a highly cohesive set of questions about the evaluation process 
(Stiggins et al., 1988). 
 All 96 principals from the suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county were sent 
the PEP to complete.  Only the head principal from each school in the county was 
selected to participate and therefore assistant principals were not included as participants.  
In most cases, principals evaluate assistant principals and the researcher wanted to focus 
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on the relationships between principals and the central office administrator who serves as 
evaluator. 
 Focus groups.  Three focus group interviews were conducted using procedures 
recommended by Creswell (2015) in a permissive, non-threatening environment.  All 
participants were encouraged to share their beliefs, and to take turns talking as the 
researcher asked a small number of general questions about the Framework for 
Leadership evaluation process.  The focus group interviews were audio recorded using a 
handheld recording device provided by the researcher.  The interviews were transcribed 
using an electronic transcription service.  In order to avoid the transcriber having 
difficulty discriminating among the voices of individuals in the group, the researcher 
asked each participant to state his or her first name at the beginning of the interview 
(Creswell, 2015).  The researcher also took notes during the interview. 
 All three focus groups were asked to discuss the following topics: (a) the purpose 
of principal evaluation, (b) the positive or most effective outcomes and the negative or 
most least effective outcomes of the Framework for Leadership evaluation process, (c) 
the impact of the principal evaluation process on student achievement, teacher 
effectiveness, and professional growth, and (d) recommended improvements for the 
Framework for Leadership evaluation process.  The “Focus Groups Interview Guide” can 
be found in Appendix P. 
The questions for the focus groups were as follows: 
1. What are the purposes of the principal evaluation process used in your school 
district? 
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2. What have been the positive or most effective outcomes of the Framework for 
Leadership evaluation process? 
3. What have been the negative or least effective outcomes of the Framework for 
Leadership evaluation process? 
4. What impact does the Framework for Leadership evaluation process have on 
student achievement? 
5. What impact does the Framework for Leadership evaluation process have on 
teacher effectiveness? 
6. What impact does the Framework for Leadership evaluation process have on 
your professional growth? 
7. Are there any other components used in the evaluation process in your school 
district outside of the Act 82 Principal Effectiveness requirements? 
8. If you had the opportunity to speak with the Pennsylvania Department of 
Education, what suggestions for improvement would you make about the 
principal evaluation process? 
9. What suggestions for improvement would you make about the Framework for 
Leadership evaluation process in your school district? 
Table 4 describes the alignment of the data sources and data collection methods. 
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Table 4 
Alignment of Research Questions with the PEP and Focus Group Interviews 
  
Research Questions Quantitative Data 
Source: PEP 
Questionnaire  
Qualitative Data 
Source: Focus Group 
Interview Questions 
1. What is the relationship among 
the collection of evidence, the 
providing of feedback, and the 
principal’s perception of the 
Framework for Leadership in a 
suburban southeastern 
Pennsylvania county? 
 
1-58 1-4 
2. What are the perceptions of 
principals from a suburban 
southeastern Pennsylvania county 
of the expectations and standards 
for leadership performance in the 
Framework for Leadership? 
 
10, 11, 16, 17, 30-33 1-3 
3. What methods and frequencies are 
employed to collect evidence 
regarding principal performance 
in a suburban southeastern 
Pennsylvania county on the 
Framework for Leadership? 
 
34-44 1-3 
4. What methods and frequencies are 
employed to provide feedback to 
principals regarding principal 
performance in a suburban 
southeastern Pennsylvania 
county? 
 
15, 19-29, 45-53 1-3 
5. How do principals from a 
suburban southeastern 
Pennsylvania county perceive the 
usefulness of and opportunities 
for professional growth from the 
feedback that is provided about 
their Framework for Leadership 
performance? 
1-3, 8, 9, 11-14, 18, 
28, 29, 54-58 
1-8 
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Using the quantitative data results, the researcher identified three districts as 
participants in the three focus group interviews.  The researcher identified the district 
with the highest perception of the evaluation process, the lowest perception of the 
evaluation process, and the most neutral perception of the evaluation process.  Creswell 
(2013) recommends selecting cases that show different perspectives on the problem for 
purposeful sampling.  The researcher sought to create focus groups consisting of two to 
four principals from each school and attempted to secure representation from each grade 
band of elementary, middle, and high.  One of the focus groups contained an elementary 
principal and a high school principal.  The other two focus groups each contained one 
elementary principal, one middle school principal, and one high school principal. 
Data Analysis Procedures   
 The data analysis began with the PEP questionnaire survey results using the 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).  The SPSS software was used to 
tabulate descriptive statistics in order to examine, summarize, and draw conclusions from 
the data.  SPSS analysis included frequency totals, means and standard deviation, cross 
tabulations, Pearson correlation coefficients, and analysis of variance (ANOVA).  
ANOVA testing was employed in order to compare means between the twelve school 
districts.  The twelve school districts as well as the evidence collection methods 
represented the independent variables, and the dependent variables included perception 
data.  The PEP data was analyzed for county-wide results of the study as well as by 
individual school district. 
 The data analysis continued after the focus group data were transcribed.  “For a 
case study, analysis consists of making a detailed description of the case and its setting” 
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(Creswell, 2013, p. 199).  The researcher organized and analyzed the data in order to 
identify the case contexts, the case descriptions, within-case theme analyses, and cross-
case theme analyses.  Then, a cross-case synthesis analytical technique was used in order 
to study the multiple cases (Yin, 2009).  This allowed the researcher to look for 
similarities and differences among the cases, and ultimately develop assertions and 
generalizations. 
Stages of Data Collection 
 
 As shown in Table 5, the researcher obtained approval from the IU Executive 
Director in August, 2016 and the twelve school district superintendents to conduct the 
study in September, 2016.  Approval to conduct the study was granted by the dissertation 
committee on October 21, 2016.  The Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved the 
study on December 19, 2016. Quantitative data from the PEP was collected in January 
2017 and analyzed in February 2017.  Qualitative data from the focus group interviews 
was collected in March 2017 and analyzed in March and April 2017.  Chapters 4 and 5 
were written throughout February, March, and April 2017.  The findings will be 
presented at a dissertation defense on May 4, 2017. 
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Table 5 
Stages of Data Collection 
Stage of Data Collection Dates 
-Approval from IU Executive Director to 
conduct the study 
August 2, 2016 
-Approval from superintendents to include 
principals as the study participants 
September, 2016 
-Dissertation committee approval October 21, 2016 
-IRB approval December 19, 2016 
-Quantitative data collection and analysis 
using the PEP 
January 2017-February 2017 
-Qualitative data collection and analysis 
using focus group interviews 
March 2017-April 2017 
-Dissertation defense May 4, 2017 
 
Ethical Considerations 
 
 Ethical considerations were given and addressed during this study in order to meet 
all ethical guidelines.  The researcher gained IRB approval in the fall of 2016 and 
complied with all recommendations.  “Since mixed-methods research combines 
quantitative and qualitative research, ethical considerations need to attend to typical 
issues that surface in both forms of inquiry” (Creswell, 2015, p. 555).  For all of the 
research, obtaining permissions, protecting the confidentiality of participants, and 
communicating the purposes of the study in a non-threatening manner were key.  For the 
quantitative research, consideration was given for how to best go about identifying the 
participants so that they could be later contacted for the second phase of the research 
without compromising their confidentiality.  For the qualitative research, consideration 
was given to ensure that nothing could be perceived as a deceptive practice and 
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participants were respected if they were not very vocal during the focus group interviews.  
Additional ethical considerations were given during the data analysis process.  The 
researcher avoided siding with any particular case and avoided disclosing only positive 
results.   
Summary 
 The study of the Framework for Leadership was crucial as this time.  The design 
of this study allowed for both quantitative and qualitative data to portray the perceptions 
of principals regarding the FFL in a suburban southeastern county of Pennsylvania.  
Connections were made about the relationships existing among the implementation 
methods and the principal perceptions in the hopes of identifying best practices that could 
improve principal effectiveness across the commonwealth. 
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Chapter 4: Findings, Results, and Interpretations 
 
Introduction 
 
The purpose of this explanatory mixed-methods study was to explore how 
principals perceive the evaluation process using the Framework for Leadership in a 
suburban southern Pennsylvania county.  In order to study if and how the Framework for 
Leadership is improving the practice of principals, the researcher sought to answer the 
following central research question and sub-research questions:  
Central Research Question 
 
1. What is the relationship among the collection of evidence, the providing of 
feedback, and the principal’s perception of the Framework for Leadership in a 
suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county? 
Sub-Research Questions  
 
2. What are the perceptions of principals from a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania 
county of the expectations and standards for leadership performance in the 
Framework for Leadership? 
3. What methods and frequencies are employed to collect evidence regarding 
principal performance in a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county on the 
Framework for Leadership? 
4. What methods and frequencies are employed to provide feedback to principals 
regarding principal performance in a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county? 
5. How do principals from a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county perceive 
the usefulness of and opportunities for professional growth from the feedback that 
is provided about their Framework for Leadership performance? 
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This study employed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design.  
Quantitative data were collected through an electronic questionnaire during Phase One 
and qualitative data were collected through multiple case study focus groups during 
Phase Two.  In addition to demographic data, principals completing the questionnaire 
were asked about their most recent evaluation process experience through questions and 
statements presented using a five point Likert scale response from low to high.  
Participants were asked to respond based on the degree to which they perceived the range 
of each item.  Responses from the 55-item questionnaire were uploaded into SPSS for 
analysis.  The SPSS analysis included frequency totals, means and standard deviation, 
cross tabulations, Pearson correlation coefficients, and analysis of variance (ANOVA).   
In order to refine and explain the statistical results, principal views were explored 
in more depth through the collection of qualitative data during focus group interviews.  
Three focus groups were conducted with principals from districts who had varying 
perceptions based on the quantitative data.  The focus groups included semi structured 
interviews with the goal of creating candid conversations about the principals’ 
experiences with the Framework for Leadership evaluation process. 
In this chapter, quantitative findings are presented followed by qualitative 
findings.  This approach mirrors the data collection process and aligns with the 
explanatory sequential mixed-methods design.  The chapter will conclude with an 
integrated presentation of results and interpretations where the qualitative data will be 
used to further explain the quantitative data. 
Phase One Quantitative Findings  
Participants 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  55 
 The Principal Evaluation Profile (PEP) was sent to 96 principals in the 12 school 
districts in a suburban southeastern county of Pennsylvania.  47 principals began the 
questionnaire and 40 completed the questionnaire making the participation rate 41.67%.  
The breakdown of participation by district can be seen in Table 6. 
Table 6 
 
PEP Participation Rates by District 
 
District  # of Principals # of Participants % Participation 
A 4 3 75.00% 
B 11 4 36.36% 
C 16 6 37.50% 
D 6 3 50.00% 
E 6 2 33.33% 
F 4 1 25.00% 
G 7 3 42.86% 
H 6 3 50.00% 
I 6 1 16.67% 
J 8 0 0.00% 
K 6 4 66.67% 
L 16 10 62.50% 
Total 96 40 41.67% 
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 Of the 40 participants, 35% (14/40) were female and 65% (26/40) were male.  
Table 7 shows how long the principals have been serving in that capacity in their current 
district. 
Table 7 
 
Years in Current Position 
 
Years # of Principals % of Participants 
1-3  1/40 2.5% 
4-7 13/40 32.5% 
8-12 13/40 32.5% 
13 or more 4/40 10.0% 
 
Table 8 shows the current grade level assignments of the principals. 
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Table 8 
 
Current Grade Level Assignments 
 
Grades # of Principals % of Participants 
K 1/40 2.5% 
K-2 1/40 2.5% 
K-5 18/40 45.0% 
K-6 3/40 7.5% 
5-6 1/40 2.5% 
6-8 5/40 12.5% 
7-8 2/40 5.0% 
7-12 1/40 2.5% 
9-10 1/40 2.5% 
9-12 7/40 17.5% 
Total 96 40 
 
Countywide Descriptive Statistics 
 The Principal Evaluation Profile data can be categorized into eight sections: (1) 
Overall Rating and Impact, (2) Positive Impacts, (3) Attributes of Evaluation, (4) 
Perceptions of Evaluator, (5) Evaluation Procedures, (6) Evidence Collection, (7) 
Feedback, and (8) Evaluation Context.  Countywide descriptive statistics for each 
category are reported in the following section. 
 Overall rating and impact.  Items one through three asked participants to 
consider the entire evaluation process in order to provide a rating and the results can be 
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seen in Table 9.  Item one focused on the overall quality of the evaluation process with a 
mean of 3.25 and a range of 2 through 5.  
Table 9 
 
Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Overall Rating and Impact 
 
PEP Item N Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. 
1-Overall Quality 40 2 5 3.25 .742 
2-Impact on 
Professional 
Practices 
40 2 5 3.13 .853 
3-Impact on 
Professional 
Growth 
40 1 5 2.93 .997 
 
 Positive impacts.  Items four through nine required principals to rate their 
perception of the Framework for Leadership evaluation process on the school, district, 
and state goals.  A score of one indicated “no impact” and a score of five indicated 
“strong impact.”  Table 10 shows the results for each item.  The data indicate that, on 
average, principals felt the most impact on their own goals that they develop each year 
with a mean of 3.31.  However, at least one principal gave this item a score of one 
indicating “no impact.”  The data also indicate that, on average, principals felt the least 
impact on school culture and climate with a mean of 2.88. 
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Table 10 
 
Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Positive Impacts 
 
PEP Item N Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. 
4-Student 
Learning 
40 1 5 3.03 .920 
5-Student 
Achievement 
40 1 5 2.95 .904 
6-School 
Improvement 
Goals 
39 1 5 3.28 .916 
7-School 
Climate and 
Culture 
40 1 5 2.88 1.202 
8-Quality of 
Teachers 
40 1 5 3.03 1.097 
9-Goals 39 1 5 3.31 .977 
 
 Attributes of evaluation.  Items ten through 18 asked principals to describe 
themselves and the nature of their most recent Framework for Leadership evaluation 
experience.  Principals were asked to describe themselves in relation to each attribute 
provided with a rating of one indicating a very negative or very low perception and a 
rating of five indicating a very high or very positive perception.  Table 11 portrays the 
results for each attribute.  On average, principals rated the attributes of their overall 
performance, the expectations of themselves, their orientation to risk-taking, their 
openness to criticism, and their knowledge of their technical aspects of leadership as high 
or positive.  Principals, on average, did not rate any of the attributes as negative or low. 
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Table 11 
 
Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Attributes of Evaluation 
 
PEP Item N Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. 
10-Overall 
Performance 
40 3 5 4.10 .591 
11-Expectations 40 3 5 4.63 .586 
12-Risk Taking 40 2 5 4.05 .846 
13-Change 40 2 5 3.90 .778 
14-Experimentation 40 3 5 3.85 .736 
15-Criticism 40 3 5 4.55 .714 
16-Technical 
Aspects 
40 3 5 4.03 .620 
17-Curriculum 
Knowledge 
40 2 5 3.90 .900 
18-Experience 40 1 5 3.63 1.055 
 
 Perceptions of evaluator.  Principals were required to rate their perceptions of 
the person who most recently evaluated their performance for items 19 through 29.  The 
ratings were given with a rating of one indicating a very negative or very low perception 
and a rating of five indicating a very high or very positive perception.  These perception 
ratings differed among the principals considering that for the level of trust (Item 21) and 
the capacity to model needed improvements (Item 26) at least one principal provided a 
rating of one while at least one other principal provided a rating of five.  Overall, 
principals perceived the person who evaluated them in a positive light as shown in Table 
12. 
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Table 12 
 
Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Perceptions of Evaluator 
 
PEP Item N Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. 
19-Credibility 40 2 5 4.10 .900 
20-Relationship 40 2 5 4.25 .899 
21-Trust 40 1 5 4.15 1.075 
22-Interpersonal 
Manner 
40 2 5 4.23 .891 
23-Temperament 40 2 5 4.13 .966 
24-Flexibility 40 2 5 3.88 .992 
25-Technical 
Aspects 
40 2 5 4.30 .853 
26-Capacity to 
Model 
39 1 5 3.77 1.038 
27-Familiarity 40 2 5 4.18 .984 
28-Usefulness 40 2 5 3.93 .971 
29-Rationale 
Persuasiveness 
40 2 5 3.75 .899 
 
 Evaluation procedures.  Items 30 through 33 asked principals to describe the 
attributes of the procedures that were used during their most recent evaluation.  Table 13 
shows that principals received varying procedural information in regards to 
communicating the Framework for Leadership standards (Item 30).  Principals also 
experienced differences in regards to whether or not the standards were the same for all 
principals (1) or if the standards were tailored for each principal’s unique needs (5) in 
item 33.    
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Table 13 
 
Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Evaluation Procedures 
 
PEP Item N Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. 
30-Standards 
Communicated 
40 1 5 3.60 1.105 
31-Clear 
Standards 
40 2 5 3.93 1.023 
32-Standards 
Endorsed 
40 2 5 3.80 .911 
33-Same or 
Different 
Standards 
40 1 5 2.53 1.519 
 
 Evidence collection.  The types of evidence included in the Framework for 
Leadership evaluation process varies as indicated in Table 14.  A rating of one means that 
type of evidence was not considered as part of the evaluation and a rating of five means 
that type of evidence was used extensively as part of the evaluation.  On average, student 
performance (Item 37) and self-evaluations (Item 40) were the most commonly used 
types of evidence, and student evaluations (Item 38) and teacher evaluations (Item 39) 
were the least commonly used types of evidence. 
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Table 14 
 
Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Evidence Collection 
 
PEP Item N Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. 
34-
Observations 
40 1 5 3.30 1.203 
35-Meetings 40 1 5 3.18 1.083 
36-Artifacts 39 1 5 3.10 1.046 
37-Student 
Performance 
40 2 5 3.65 .975 
38-Student 
Evaluations 
39 1 5 1.79 1.151 
39-Teacher 
Evaluations 
38 1 5 2.13 1.277 
40-Self-
Evaluations 
39 1 5 3.67 1.199 
 
 Feedback.  Table 15 shows that the attributes of the feedback that principals 
received during their most recent evaluation experience differs.  For eight out of the nine 
attributes a rating on both ends of the scale were provided.  With a mean of 2.13, the 
frequency of formal feedback is low.  Overall and on average, the means indicate that 
principals did not rate the feedback in a positive light.   
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Table 15 
 
Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Feedback 
 
PEP Item N Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. 
45-Amount 40 1 5 3.18 1.083 
46-Frequency 
of Formal 
40 1 5 2.13 1.114 
47-Frequency 
of Informal 
40 1 5 2.70 1.344 
48-Depth 40 1 5 2.95 .986 
49-Quality 40 1 5 3.15 1.027 
50-Specificity 40 1 5 3.23 1.050 
51-Nature 40 2 5 3.48 .751 
52-Timing 40 1 5 3.18 1.217 
53-Standards 
Focus 
39 1 5 3.26 1.208 
 
 Evaluation context.  Items 54 through 58 required principals to rate the attributes 
of the evaluation context.  For items 54 through 56, a rating of one indicated “None” and 
a rating of five indicated a “Great Deal.”  In regards to the time spent on the evaluation 
process (Item 54), the time allotted for professional development aligned to the 
Framework for Leadership standards (Item 55), and the availability of training programs 
(Item 56), principals varied in their ratings with at least one principal providing a rating 
of one while at least one other principal provided a rating of five.  Principals also varied 
in their ratings of how clear the policy statements regarding the purpose of evaluation are 
as well as the intended role of evaluation.  Table 16 shows that, on average, a mean of 
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3.00 indicates that the intended role of evaluation falls directly between principal 
accountability and principal growth. 
Table 16 
 
Descriptive Statistics for The Principal Evaluation Profile: Evaluation Context 
 
PEP Item N Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. 
54-Time Spent 40 1 5 3.20 1.018 
55-Time Allotted 
for PD 
40 1 5 3.00 1.132 
56-Availability of 
Training 
40 1 5 3.20 1.018 
57-Clarity of 
Policies 
40 1 5 3.10 1.057 
58-Intended Role of 
Evaluation 
(Accountability=1, 
Growth=5) 
39 1 5 3.00 1.051 
 
Countywide Pearson Correlation Coefficient 
 In order to further analyze the countywide perceptions of principals in regards to 
their Framework for Leadership evaluation experience, the researcher performed several 
Pearson correlation coefficient tests.  In alignment with the central research question, the 
researcher focused on the relationship between the principals’ overall perceptions of the 
evaluation process (PEP items one through three), and the evidence collection methods 
(PEP items 34-40) and the feedback received from the evaluator (PEP items 45-53). 
 Relationship between overall rating and impact versus evidence collection.  
Table 17 shows the Pearson correlation coefficient results for the relationships between 
how principals perceive the overall evaluation process and the various evidence 
collection methods.  The results show that for certain evidence collection methods, 
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positive linear relationships exist for all three of the PEP items focusing on the principals’ 
overall perceptions of the evaluation process. 
For the evidence collection method of observations (PEP 34), a Pearson 
correlation coefficient was calculated for the relationship between whether or not 
observations were used as part of the evaluation process and the principals’ overall 
perceptions of the process.  A moderate positive correlation was found for the overall 
quality of the evaluation process (PEP 1) (r(38) = .373, p < .05), indicating a significant 
linear relationship between the two variables.  In addition, a moderate positive correlation 
was found for the impact on professional practices (PEP 2) (r(38) = .412, p < .01) and for 
the impact on professional growth (PEP 3) (r(38) = .447, p < .01).  Overall, it can be 
concluded that when observations are considered as part of the evaluation process, the 
principals’ overall perceptions of the process are more positive.  
Similarly, the same can be said for the evidence collection method of meetings 
with the evaluator (PEP 35).   When meetings with the evaluator are considered as part of 
the evaluation process, the principals’ overall perceptions of the process are more 
positive.  A moderate positive correlation was found for the overall quality of the 
evaluation process (PEP 1) (r(38) = .582, p < .01), indicating a significant linear 
relationship between the two variables.  In addition, a moderate positive correlation was 
found for the impact on professional practices (PEP 2) (r(38) = .392, p < .05) and for the 
impact on professional growth (PEP 3) (r(38) = .440, p < .01). 
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Table 17 
 
Pearson Correlation Coefficient-Overall Rating and Impact to Evidence Collection 
 
 PEP1-Overall 
Quality 
PEP2-Impact 
on Professional 
Practices 
PEP3-Impact 
on Professional 
Growth 
PEP34 
Obser-
vations 
Pearson Correlation .373* .412** .447** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .018 .008 .004 
N 40 40 40 
PEP35 
Meet-
ings 
Pearson Correlation .582** .392* .440** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .012 .005 
N 40 40 40 
PEP36 
Arti-
facts 
Pearson Correlation .401* .220 .265 
Sig. (2-tailed) .011 .178 .103 
N 39 39 39 
PEP37 
Student 
Perform-
ance 
Pearson Correlation .443** .177 .236 
Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .274 .143 
N 40 40 40 
PEP38 
Student 
Eval- 
uations 
Pearson Correlation .356* .250 .233 
Sig. (2-tailed) .026 .125 .153 
N 39 39 39 
PEP39 
Teacher 
Eval- 
uations 
Pearson Correlation .214 .277 .177 
Sig. (2-tailed) .197 .092 .288 
N 38 38 38 
PEP40 
Self-
Eval-
uations 
Pearson Correlation .097 -.094 -.065 
Sig. (2-tailed) .555 .568 .693 
N 39 39 39 
 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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 Relationship between overall rating and impact versus feedback.   Table 18 
shows the Pearson correlation coefficient results for the relationships between how 
principals perceive the overall evaluation process and the attributes of the feedback that 
they received during the evaluation experience.  The results show that for certain 
attributes of the feedback, positive linear relationships exist for all three of the PEP items 
focusing on the principals’ overall perceptions of the evaluation process.  The attributes 
include the frequency of the formal (PEP 46) and informal (PEP 47) feedback, the quality 
of the ideas and suggestions contained in the feedback (PEP 49), the specificity of the 
information provided (PEP 50), the timing of the feedback (PEP 52), and whether or not 
the feedback focused on the Framework for Leadership standards (PEP 53).  The 
strongest of these relationships (r(38) = .518, p < .01) exists between the overall quality 
of the evaluation process (PEP 1) and the specificity of the information provided (PEP 
50). 
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Table 18 
 
Pearson Correlation Coefficient-Overall Rating and Impact to Feedback 
 
 PEP1-Overall 
Quality 
PEP2-Impact on 
Professional 
Practices 
PEP3-Impact on 
Professional 
Growth 
PEP45 
Amount 
Pearson Correlation .231 .309 .250 
Sig. (2-tailed) .151 .053 .120 
N 40 40 40 
PEP46 
Fre-
quency of 
Formal 
Pearson Correlation .395* .496** .355* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .012 .001 .025 
N 40 40 40 
PEP47 
Fre-
quency of 
Informal 
Pearson Correlation .360* .369* .346* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .023 .019 .029 
N 40 40 40 
PEP48 
Depth 
Pearson Correlation .298 .374* .387* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .062 .018 .014 
N 40 40 40 
PEP49 
Quality 
Pearson Correlation .353* .476** .387* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .025 .002 .014 
N 40 40 40 
PEP50 
Spec-
ificity 
Pearson Correlation .518** .397* .433** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .011 .005 
N 40 40 40 
PEP51 
Nature 
 
Pearson Correlation .380* .265 .323* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .016 .098 .042 
N 40 40 40 
PEP52 
Timing 
Pearson Correlation .461** .374* .391* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .018 .013 
N 40 40 40 
PEP53 
Standards 
Focus 
Pearson Correlation .461** .460** .362* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .003 .024 
N 39 39 39 
 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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District Specific Descriptive Statistics 
 For further analysis purposes, the researcher calculated the means for PEP items 
one through three and then completed cross tabulations for these items.  Table 19 shows 
the means by district for PEP items one through three as well as the overall average 
inclusive of each of the three items.  The lowest mean found, 2.20, was provided by 
principals in District L.  These principals indicated that, on average, they found that the 
evaluation process had little impact on their professional growth.  None of the districts 
indicated that the evaluation process had a strong impact on their professional growth.  
Overall, District A had the lowest average perception of the overall process (2.56) and 
District B had the highest (3.75).  However, none of the districts had an overall average 
that would indicate a strong or high perception of the overall evaluation process. 
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Table 19 
 
PEP Items 1-3 Means by District 
 
District  PEP1-Overall 
Quality 
PEP2-Impact on 
Professional 
Practices 
PEP3-Impact on 
Professional 
Growth 
PEP1-3 Means 
Avg. 
A 2.67 2.67 2.33 2.56 
B 3.75 3.75 3.75 3.75 
C 3.50 3.00 2.83 3.11 
D 3.00 3.33 3.33 3.22 
E 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 
F 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.67 
G 3.33 3.00 3.33 3.22 
H 3.67 3.33 3.33 3.44 
I 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 
K 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 
L 2.90 2.80 2.20 2.63 
 
 To look more closely at the ratings that contributed to the means in Table 20, the 
researcher completed cross tabulations for each of the PEP items as seen in Tables 21 and 
22.  For all three items consistently, only 5.00% of participants provided a rating at the 
highest level of five.  The participants were from Districts G and H.  While Districts G 
and H had a rating of five from at least one principal, they also had ratings of two from at 
least one principal.  District L was the only district to receive a rating of one, “No 
Impact.”  Three principals from District L rated the impact of the evaluation process on 
their professional growth as a one. 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  72 
Table 20 
 
Cross Tabulations of District Participants and Overall Quality 
 
 
 Overall Quality of the Evaluation Process 
Total Very Poor 2 
 
3 4 Very High 
District A (Count 3) 0.00% 33.33% 66.67% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%  
B (Count 4) 0.00% 0.00% 25.00% 75.00 0.00% 100.00% 
C (Count 6) 0.00% 0.00% 50.00% 50.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
D (Count 3) 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
E (Count 2) 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%  
F (Count 1) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
G (Count 3) 0.00% 33.33% 33.33% 0.00% 33.33% 100.00% 
H (Count 3) 0.00% 0.00% 66.67% 0.00% 33.33% 100.00% 
I (Count 1) 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%  
K (Count 4) 0.00% 0.00% 50.00% 50.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
L (Count 10) 0.00% 30.00% 50.00% 20.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Total (Count 40) 0.00% 12.50% 55.00% 27.50% 5.00% 100.00% 
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Table 21 
 
Cross Tabulations of District Participants and Overall Impact on Professional Practices 
 
 
 Overall Impact on Professional Practices 
Total No Impact 2 
 
3 4 
Strong 
Impact 
District A (Count 3) 0.00% 33.33% 66.67% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%  
B (Count 4) 0.00% 0.00% 25.00% 75.00 0.00% 100.00% 
C (Count 6) 0.00% 16.67% 66.67% 16.67% 0.00% 100.00% 
D (Count 3) 0.00% 0.00% 66.67% 33.33% 0.00% 100.00% 
E (Count 2) 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%  
F (Count 1) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
G (Count 3) 0.00% 66.67% 0.00% 0.00% 33.33% 100.00% 
H (Count 3) 0.00% 33.33% 33.33% 0.00% 33.33% 100.00% 
I (Count 1) 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%  
K (Count 4) 0.00% 0.00% 50.00% 50.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
L (Count 10) 0.00% 50.00% 20.00% 30.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Total (Count 40) 0.00% 25.00% 42.50% 27.50% 5.00% 100.00% 
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Table 22 
 
Cross Tabulations of District Participants and Overall Impact on Professional Growth 
 
 
 Overall Impact on Professional Growth 
Total No Impact 2 
 
3 4 
Strong 
Impact 
District A (Count 3) 0.00% 33.33% 66.67% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%  
B (Count 4) 0.00% 0.00% 25.00% 75.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
C (Count 6) 0.00% 33.33% 66.67% 16.67% 0.00% 100.00% 
D (Count 3) 0.00% 0.00% 66.67% 33.33% 0.00% 100.00% 
E (Count 2) 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%  
F (Count 1) 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
G (Count 3) 0.00% 33.33% 33.33% 0.00% 33.33% 100.00% 
H (Count 3) 0.00% 33.33% 33.33% 0.00% 33.33% 100.00% 
I (Count 1) 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%  
K (Count 4) 0.00% 25.00% 00.00% 75.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
L (Count 10) 30.00% 30.00% 30.00% 10.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Total (Count 40) 7.50% 25.00% 40.00% 22.50% 5.00% 100.00% 
 
 
One-Way ANOVA 
 
 The researcher performed One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) testing in 
order to compare the means among the eleven school districts with PEP items one 
through three in order to determine if there were statistically significant differences in 
principals’ perceptions about the evaluation process according to their district.  Tables 23, 
24, and 25 show that there were no statistically significant differences among the 
districts. 
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Table 23 
 
One Way Analysis of Variance Related to District and Overall Rating  
 
 
 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Overall Rating Between Groups 5.350 10 .535 .961 .496 
 Within Groups 16.150 29 .557   
Total 21.500 39    
*p<.05 
 
 
 
Table 24 
 
One Way Analysis of Variance Related to District and Overall Impact on Professional 
Practices  
 
 
 
 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Impact on 
Professional 
Practices 
Between Groups 5.025 10 .503 .624 .781 
 Within Groups 23.350 29 .805   
Total 28.375 39    
*p<.05 
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Table 25 
 
One Way Analysis of Variance Related to District and Overall Impact on Professional 
Growth  
 
 
 
 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Impact on 
Professional 
Growth 
Between Groups 11.925 10 1.193 1.288 .283 
 Within Groups 26.850 29 .926   
Total 38.775 39    
*p<.05 
 
 
Phase Two Qualitative Findings 
 
Participants 
 
Using the quantitative data results, the researcher identified three districts as 
participants in the three focus group interviews.  Principals were not identified 
individually due to the nature of this study and as discussed previously in the Limitations 
section.  All principals from the selected districts were invited to participate in the focus 
group regardless of whether or not they completed the PEP.  For this reason, the 
qualitative focus group interview data cannot be aligned with individual responses from 
the quantitative PEP survey data.   
In order to identify the districts, the researcher maintained alignment with the 
central research question: What is the relationship among the collection of evidence, the 
providing of feedback, and the principal’s perception of the Framework for Leadership in 
a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county?  PEP items 34 through 40 focused on 
evidence collection and items 45 through 53 focused on feedback.  Using these items, the 
researcher identified the district with the highest combined mean, the lowest combined 
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mean, and the mean closest to the neutral rating of three.  Table 26 shows that District H 
has the highest combined mean of 3.61, District D has the lowest combined mean of 2.24, 
and District C has the mean closest to neutral at 3.01.  Districts F and I were eliminated 
from the analysis as they only had one participant.   
Table 26 
 
Evidence Collection and Feedback Means  
 
District  Evidence 
Collection 
Feedback Overall 
Average  
A 2.24 2.44 2.34 
B 3.25 3.56 3.40 
C 2.88 3.13 3.01 
D 2.29 2.19 2.24 
E 2.71 3.44 3.08 
F 3.14 3.38 3.26 
G 2.81 3.11 2.96 
H 3.86 3.37 3.61 
I 4.14 3.67 3.90 
K 3.46 3.69 3.58 
L 2.86 2.60 2.73 
  
Table 27 displays the demographic information for the districts selected for the 
focus group interviews.  District C is the largest district in the study with a total of 16 
principals.  It is a suburban district with a low economically disadvantaged student 
population of 9.64% and the highest percentage of white students.  Districts D and H are 
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comparable in size.  They have the same number of students and a similar student 
population.  District D is rural while District H is suburban.  District H has the highest 
number of economically disadvantaged students at 44.66% and the highest number of 
Hispanic students at 24.52%. 
Table 27 
 
Demographics for Focus Group Districts  
 
District # Number of 
Schools 
# of 
Principals 
Enrollment % White 
Students 
% African-
American 
Students 
% 
Hispanic 
Students 
% Eco-
nomically 
Disad-
vantaged 
% Special 
Education 
% English 
Language 
Learner 
C 16 16 12,070 79.78% 3.35% 4.47% 9.64% 16.64% 0.96% 
D 6 6 3,940 73.83% 2.61% 6.98% 12.51% 14.04% 3.05% 
H 6 6 3,858 68.12% 4.22% 24.52% 44.66% 15.32% 7.65% 
 
Focus Group Procedures 
To conduct the focus groups, the researcher identified one principal from each 
district who was willing to host the interview.  The researcher worked with this principal 
to identify a date and time allowing for a one hour window of time.  Once the date and 
time were identified, the researcher emailed all of the principals in that district requesting 
their attendance.  Principals were asked to reply to the researcher to let the researcher 
know of their intent to attend.  
The focus groups were conducted using the Focus Group Interview Guide 
(Appendix P).  The researcher recorded the interviews using an external microphone on a 
laptop computer and a recording application on a cell phone.  The recordings were 
transcribed using an electronic transcription service.  From there, the researcher coded the 
data for themes. 
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With-In Case Analysis 
 In this section, an analysis of each of the three districts will be presented through 
a within-case analysis format.  The goal is to describe, understand, and explain what has 
happened in each district in regards to the principal evaluation process (Huberman, Miles, 
& Sadana, 2014).  The cases will be presented from the lowest combined mean to the 
highest combined mean.  The focus group data will be presented in the aggregate in order 
to avoid any chance of identifying individual principals.  Data will be summarized for 
each district in a table, followed by quotations that provide more detailed descriptions.   
 District D.  District D was selected based on their lowest overall perception 
regarding evidence collection and feedback.  Three principals participated in the focus 
group and will be identified for reporting purposes as D1, D2, and D3.  The principals all 
contributed equally to the discussion.  Table 28 summarizes the responses provided for 
each section of the interview.  It is important to note that District D shared that they are 
not formally using the Framework for Leadership in the evaluation process. 
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Table 28 
 
District D Focus Group Summary 
 
Category Principal Responses 
Purpose of Evaluation -measure effectiveness of leader in terms of student growth 
-measure effectiveness of growing teachers 
-measure of the ability to interact and support stakeholders 
-measure communication methods 
Positive Aspects of 
Evaluation Process 
-FFL provides a transparent rubric 
-self-reflection 
-promotes conversation 
-guidelines 
Negative Aspects of 
Evaluation Process 
-may not always touch upon each component 
-some things are out of the principal’s control 
Impact on Student 
Achievement 
-what gets measured gets done and student achievement is now measured 
for evaluations 
-springboard for conversations with teachers 
-can be used as a backwards design model, we know what the end result 
is and our leadership to get us there is important 
-Domain 3, Leadership for Learning, it’s our job to get in and out of the 
classroom to make sure that teachers are doing their job  
Impact on Teacher 
Effectiveness 
-teachers are not aware of how we are evaluated 
-their (teachers) success is our success (principals) 
-trickles down 
Impact on 
Professional Growth 
-wish it had more 
-may point out certain areas where we are not as strong 
Local Process -district, building, and personal goal setting 
Suggestions for PDE -include more data other than state testing 
-give principals more control 
-unrealistic to do the entire FFL 
-much more to being a principal other than what’s in the FFL 
Suggestions for 
District 
-be consistent with using the FFL 
 
 The principals from District D all agreed that the Framework for Leadership is not 
being used consistently, if at all, as part of their evaluation process.  The principals were 
confused about whether or not it was a requirement put forth by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Education.  Principal D1 stated, “There is no requirement by the state for 
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every administrator to use it at this point.”  Instead of the FFL, the principals shared that 
they are still focusing on goal setting including district goals, building goals, and personal 
goals.  Principal D2 shared, “I think it (the goals) follows the framework and it is 
eventually, I think, put into the framework, but I have yet to sit down to have that 
conversation with our superintendent.” 
 The District D principals view the FFL as guidelines for what they should be 
doing as principals.  However, they feel that there is a lot more to being a principal than 
what is in the framework and that a lot of what is in the framework is out of their control.  
For instance, Principal D3 stated that, “if you’re looking at things along the lines of 
systems leadership, we will not always have a direct say in the financial aspect.”  
Principal D2 stated, “In summary, the negative is, we are not in 100% control of 
everything we’re getting evaluated on.”  
District C.  District C was selected based on their neutral overall perception 
regarding evidence collection and feedback.  Two principals participated in the focus 
group and will be identified for reporting purposes as C1 and C2.  The principals 
contributed equally to the discussion.  Table 29 summarizes the responses provided for 
each section of the interview.   
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Table 29 
 
District C Focus Group Summary 
 
Category Principal Responses 
Purpose of Evaluation -guidelines or guardrails 
-evaluator identifies key areas from the FFL to focus on for all principals 
-guides discussions  
Positive Aspects of 
Evaluation Process 
-focus on areas for improvement 
-identified things that were extremely doable 
-put different components into our principalship throughout the years 
-establish routines over time 
-breaks down the position and expectations  
Negative Aspects of 
Evaluation Process 
-seen as another thing to do 
-job of principal is so much more than the framework 
-overwhelming  
Impact on Student 
Achievement 
-indirect 
-Leadership for Learning domain focuses on leading the school through 
improvement initiatives   
Impact on Teacher 
Effectiveness 
-provides guidelines for being an instructional leader 
-honed in on improvement efforts  
-promotes good conversations 
Impact on 
Professional Growth 
-identify goal areas 
-conversation starter with evaluator 
Local Process -goal setting per grade bands that is consistent among principals 
Suggestions for PDE -require an observation component 
-require evaluators to collect evidence and provide feedback 
Suggestions for 
District 
-require observations 
 
 The principals from District C shared that overall the Framework for Leadership 
is used as a guide for goal setting and for discussions.  After the principals share the 
components that they would prefer to focus on, their evaluator identifies “a couple of key 
areas” that all of the principals in the district will focus on throughout the year by 
identifying the ones that were most popularly chosen by the principals.  Both principals 
agreed that this was a good approach and Principal C1 stated: 
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I think what makes this good is that if we can change throughout different years 
then we can put different components into our principalship that we then keep.  
So you establish routines over time.  You’re able to eventually build a complete 
principalship, where you’re hitting all the domains and being as effective as one 
can. 
 The principals from District C compared the teacher evaluation process to the 
principal evaluation process.  They compared their role as the evaluator of teachers to the 
role of their evaluator, and shared that the two are much different.  Principal C1 shared: 
I think when we have to evaluate teachers, we have to observe them. We have to 
be in their classroom. There's a lot of accountability pieces there on our part. 
When central office evaluates us, they don't observe us, they don't see us 
interacting with people, with parents, with kids. I think that's missing on here. I 
think there's a lot of assumptions made about schools. There could be a lot of 
assumptions made about a principal, both positive and negative. 
Principal C2 added to that by stating, “I think the way it works for us now, we’re really 
the ones bringing the evidence to the conversation as opposed to having somebody 
observe us and give us feedback on it.” 
District H.  District H was selected based on their highest overall perception 
regarding evidence collection and feedback.  Three principals participated in the focus 
group and will be identified for reporting purposes as H1, H2, and H3.  The principals all 
contributed equally to the discussion.  Table 30 summarizes the responses provided for 
each section of the interview.  It is important to note that District H shared that they are 
not formally using the Framework for Leadership in the evaluation process. 
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Table 30 
 
District H Focus Group Summary 
 
Category Principal Responses 
Purpose of Evaluation -determine monetary compensation 
Positive Aspects of 
Evaluation Process 
-reflection 
-nice to experience a process similar to what teachers experience 
Negative Aspects of 
Evaluation Process 
-lack of feedback 
-assigning numbers per the local model 
-lack of conversations 
Impact on Student 
Achievement 
-for us to be successful, our students and teachers have to be successful 
-it depends on where the principal spends their time, building manager 
versus instructional leader  
Impact on Teacher 
Effectiveness 
-opportunities for conversations about the Danielson model 
Impact on 
Professional Growth 
-doesn't have very much 
-doesn’t have an impact on daily job or how much effort is put in 
Local Process -local form that is filled out based on goals 
-four areas: community, staffing, curriculum, communication 
-self-assessment completed at the end of the year 
Suggestions for PDE -enforce the use of the framework so that it is used more consistently with 
how teacher evaluation is implemented 
Suggestions for 
District 
-increase communication about principal evaluation 
-more conversations 
-be more consistent with the PDE requirements and the FFL 
-remove point system from local model 
 
The principals from District H agreed that they are not using the Framework for 
Leadership.  Instead, they are using a locally developed model for principal evaluation 
that consists of goal setting and assigning numeric points based on the goals as well as 
student achievement.  The process is supposed to involve a mid-year meeting with 
superintendent but that does not always happen.  The process also involves the principal 
completing a self-assessment at the end of the year and then follow-up in some format 
with the superintendent.  Principal H2 stated, “We self-evaluate and then we pass our 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  85 
self-evaluation to the superintendent and they either agree or disagree with the 
evaluation. And that’s about it.”   
For District H, the researcher asked the principals to explain how evidence is 
collected and how feedback is provided in order to try to better understand the positive 
perceptions expressed through the quantitative data.  What the principals shared did not 
align with positive perceptions.  In regards to evidence collection, the principals shared: 
• “I don’t think he’s ever specifically asked for anything, but I know I provide 
things to him. Like if he comes in and asks about those goals, I say, “oh yeah 
we did this and I have this to show that this was done.” But, he never takes 
anything (Principal H2).” 
• “I brought a whole binder with me during my first meeting for my mid-year 
and I think he was laughing at me. Which, everybody laughs at me when I 
pull out my stuff, so you know.  He’s looking to have more of that 
conversation than necessarily it be written (Principal H3).” 
In regards to providing feedback, the principals agreed that the superintendent is not 
“breathing down their necks all the time” or “looking to get people on anything.”  They 
feel the superintendent is “here to support and help us out in any way that he can.”  
However, overall, they agree that more conversation is needed. 
Cross-Case Analysis 
 In order to deepen understanding and explanation, a cross-case analysis was 
conducted (Huberman et al., 2014).  The coding conducted during the within-case 
analysis was utilized in order to develop categories present across the cases.  Table 31 
displays the categories related to each district with supporting data. 
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Table 31 
 
Cross-Case Analysis 
 
Category District C District D District H 
Compliancy with 
PDE requirements 
-select certain 
components from 
each domain to 
focus upon for the 
year 
-framework not 
used formally 
-encouraged to refer 
to framework when 
setting personal 
goals 
-framework not 
used 
Alignment with 
Teacher 
Evaluation Process 
-want to be 
observed and 
shadowed 
 -want to be 
observed 
-evaluators should 
have training from 
PDE 
Scope of 
Framework for 
Leadership 
-overwhelming 
-more to the job of 
principal 
-guardrails 
-some components 
are out of the 
principal’s control 
-guideline 
-does not touch on 
everything a 
principal does 
 
Goal Setting -yes, same for all 
principals per grade 
bands 
-yes: district goals, 
building goals, 
personal goals 
-yes: local areas 
identified, personal 
goals 
Professional 
Growth 
-focus on areas for 
improvement 
-improved 
instructional 
leadership 
-wish it had more of 
an impact 
-could have more if 
more conversations 
took place 
-self-evaluation 
-self-reflection 
-limited impact 
Evidence 
Collection 
-provided by 
principals 
 -provided by some 
principals but not 
required 
Feedback -through 
conversations 
-some mention of 
conversations but 
not formal 
-some mention of 
conversations but 
not formal 
-return of self-
evaluation at the end 
of the year 
 
 Compliancy with PDE requirements. Among the three districts are three 
different implementation models.  The Pennsylvania Department of Education (2014) 
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requires that the Framework for Leadership is used in order to rate each principal as 
failing, needs improvement, proficient, or distinguished for each of the four domains on 
the end of the year rating form called the 82-2.  It us up to each district to decide if they 
will rate each component within the domains.  Principals from District C agreed that they 
are not rated on each component but do receive an overall rating for each domain.  
Principals from District D were not sure if they received domain ratings.  Principals from 
District H agreed that they received domain ratings but were not sure how the evaluator 
determined the rating considering the use of their local evaluation model.  Each district 
utilizes some type of goal setting process that is not required by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Education and would be considered supplemental to the Act 82 rules and 
regulations.  Overall, it appears as though only one out of the three districts is fully 
complying with the Act 82 legislation for principal evaluation. 
 Alignment with teacher evaluation process. The Pennsylvania Department of 
Education (2014) published the “Educator Effectiveness Administrative Manual” to 
provide guidance in the evaluation of educators.  For teacher evaluation, there are 
recommended supervision methods for the Observation/Practice component of the 
evaluation, which consists of Formal Observation and Differentiated Supervision (PDE, 
2014).  This does not exist for principals.  The principals from Districts C and H 
expressed interest in having a similar process for principal evaluation.  They mentioned 
being observed, being shadowed, and having their evaluator sit in their building and 
converse with teachers.  A principal from District H asked about what type of continuing 
education and induction process is required for the evaluators of principals in comparison 
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to what is required for principals.  The principal asked, “Is there an emphasis at the state 
level that’s coming down to superintendents about this framework?” 
 Scope of the Framework for Leadership. Districts C and D shared about how 
they feel about the overall scope of the FFL.  District C principals feel that the framework 
is overwhelming when looked at in its entirety and that there is more to the job of a 
principal than what is in the framework.  District C principals agreed that the FFL 
provides guardrails for what principals are expected to do.  District D principals agreed 
with this referring to the framework as a guideline, but also commented that it does not 
touch on everything that a principal does.  District D principals also emphasized that a lot 
of the components within the framework are out of their control. 
 Goal setting. Each district utilizes some type of goal setting process that is 
supplemental to the requirements of Act 82.  Districts C and D consider the Framework 
for Leadership while setting the goals but District H does not.  District C has common 
goals for principals of the same grade bands while Districts D and H require personal 
goals.  All of the districts stated that they are encouraged to align their goals to the 
broader district goals.  A principal from District H shared: 
So our goal setting we do in the summer as an administrative team, during our 
leadership retreat.  We’re all working on our goals and discussing our goals.  The 
superintendent is sharing his goals for the district, and at that time the 
administrators, the assistant principals, all of us are discussing and planning out 
our school year through our goals. 
Professional growth. Principals from Districts D and H consistently shared that  
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the evaluation process has little to no impact on their professional growth, but that they 
wish it had more.  In regards to the impact on their professional growth, one principal 
from District H stated: 
Honestly for me, I’m going to be honest, it doesn’t have very much.  I feel that I 
am pretty self-motivated so this (the evaluation) is here and it validates.  This is 
just a validation tool.  I do things because I'm motivated to do them. 
 Principals from District C were able to speak to the evaluation process impacting 
their professional growth in a positive way.  One principal from District C shared: 
Well I think it has helped me to identify some goal areas to work on.  Like I said 
before, some concrete things to try and improve on as I continually try to improve 
what I do.  It serves as a conversation starter for me with my evaluator when 
we’re looking for areas to improve on. 
Evidence collection. The information shared about evidence collection was 
limited from all districts.  District C briefly shared that principals provide evidence to 
their evaluators, District D did not mention evidence collection methods, and District H 
shared the most about evidence collection.  The data did not show any instances of the 
principals’ evaluators collecting any evidence. 
 Feedback. Principals from all districts expressed a desire for more feedback to be 
provided through conversations.  A principal from District H stated: 
The feedback that we get is mixed.  It’s not really a lot.  There’s not a lot of time, 
and there hasn’t been, regardless of who the superintendent has been.  There 
hasn’t been a whole lot of discussion about your evaluation.  You get your 
evaluation back from the superintendent and we move on. 
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A principal from District D connected the collection of evidence and providing of 
feedback by sharing: 
It assists principals to then have subsequent conversations with those they’re 
being evaluated by, to be able to do, I think kind of two-fold, one in the sense that 
you can have the conversation saying, “Here’s sort of where someone may 
believe you’re falling,” but then if there is evidence that may not be seen on a 
regular basis or is not something that is easily captured that then can be presented 
and taken into consideration when ultimately determining the final rating within 
the framework. 
Results and Interpretations 
 In an explanatory sequential design, the quantitative data analysis provided a 
general understanding of the research problem and the qualitative data analysis assisted in 
refining and explaining the statistical results by exploring participants’ views in more 
depth (Creswell, 2003).  In this section, an explanation of how the qualitative data helped 
to explain the quantitative results will be presented (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011).  
These results will also be interpreted in the context of the research presented in Chapter 
2.   
Chapter 2 demonstrated that there is concrete and comprehensive information 
about who, what, and why surrounding principal evaluation nationally, and specifically in 
Pennsylvania regarding the Framework for Leadership.  The who is the principal, and the 
what is the evaluation itself.  The overarching reason for the why is because all 
employees in most settings are evaluated.  The literature is lacking in the area of when, 
where, and how principals should be evaluated.  For this reason, patterns and significant 
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ideas regarding when, where, and how principals in this study are evaluated will be 
presented and interpreted in comparison with current recommendations for an effective 
path forward. 
When and where.  The when and where of principal evaluation includes the 
frequency of evidence collection and the evidence collection methods that are used.  The 
literature regarding effective principal evaluation methods are consistent with 
recommending a diverse body of evidence is collected to support principal ratings.  
Specific to the state of Pennsylvania and the Framework for Leadership, PAESSP (2015) 
recommends, “a strong and diverse body of evidence, including opportunities for 
educators to produce evidence.”  New Leaders (2012) recommends evidence gathering 
through the use of direct observations, indirect observations, artifacts, and school data. 
The PEP collected data about various evidence collection methods and asked the 
principals to identify to what extent that type of evidence was considered as part of the 
evaluation process.  The methods included observations, meetings, artifacts, student 
performance data, student evaluations of the principal, teacher evaluations of the 
principal, and self-evaluations.  On average, there were not any methods that were used 
extensively.  Each method included at least one rating on the lowest and highest ends of 
the rating scale, with the exception of student performance data, which resulted a low 
rating of 2.  These discrepancies in ratings demonstrate a wide array of evidence 
collection methods in use. 
A wide array of evidence collection methods were further identified and can be 
explained in more detail through the qualitative data.  Out of the districts included in the 
focus group interviews, the evidence collection methods varied.  Two of the districts 
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discussed meeting with their supervisor.  One of the districts emphasized the use of the 
self-evaluation as a major consideration in their final ratings but the self-evaluation does 
not have to be supported by evidence in the form of artifacts.  None of the principals 
interviewed spoke about observations being a part of the process, or evaluations by 
students or teachers.  However, principals from two of the districts agreed that they 
would like for observations to be part of the evaluation process.   
PEP data regarding observations as an evidence collection method demonstrated 
that when observations are considered as part of the evaluation process, the principals’ 
overall perception of the process are more positive.  This includes how they perceive the 
overall quality of the evaluation process, the impact the process has on their professional 
practices, and the impact the process has on their professional growth.  Likewise, 
meetings with the evaluator as an evidence collection method was also found to have a 
positive correlation.  During all three the focus group interviews, the topic of meetings 
(referred to most often as conversations) with the supervisor was discussed.  The 
frequency and format of the meetings varied, further supporting a wide array of evidence 
collection methods in use. 
How.  The how of principal evaluation includes the feedback methods and the 
resulting opportunities for professional growth.  The research is in consistent agreement 
that professional growth should be a priority outcome of the evaluation process.  The 
ultimate purpose of evaluation should be to support principals as they reflect on their 
performance and identify what they need to do to reach the next level of performance 
(New Leaders, 2010).  Current research demonstrates that there is significant room for 
improvement with principal evaluation processes in order for them to result in being 
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considered valuable and contributing to professional growth.  In one study, 51.7% of 
principals found the process highly valuable or valuable in regards to professional growth 
(Muenich, 2014).  
In order to promote professional growth, effective feedback must be provided by 
the supervisor to the principal.  The research indicates that this is lacking as well.  
Principals have shared that the evaluation process does not include useful feedback and 
therefore does not increase their motivation to improve their performance (Feldman, et 
al., 2006, Carson, et al., 2009).  Principals must be in a position to act on the signals 
communicated to them by their supervisor in order for the evaluation process to be 
effective (Joint Committee, 2009). 
The PEP data showed that in the overall sense of the evaluation process, 
principals rated the impact on their professional growth as the lowest.  Pertaining to the 
attributes of the feedback that they received during the evaluation process, on average the 
principals did not rate any of the attributes above a 4 and the highest average was for the 
nature of the feedback at a 3.48.  This demonstrates that they did not find the feedback 
was judgmental but they also did not feel it was descriptive.  The lowest feedback 
attribute was the frequency of formal feedback.  On average, the principals shared that 
they infrequently receive formal feedback. 
For certain attributes of feedback, there is a positive relationship between the 
feedback attribute and how principals perceive the overall evaluation process.  This 
includes the frequency of formal and informal feedback, the quality of the feedback, the 
specificity of the feedback, the timing of the feedback, and the feedback focusing on the 
Framework for Leadership standards.  This positive relationship supports the literature 
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with regards to the importance of quality feedback in order for the evaluation process to 
be considered meaningful and valuable. 
The focus group interviews further support and explain the professional growth 
and feedback quantitative data.  Out of the three districts interviewed, only one district is 
currently implementing the Framework for Leadership as prescribed by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Education.  This issue of compliancy will be discussed further in Chapter 
5.  However, it should be mentioned here in the context of professional growth 
opportunities.  The only principals who felt that the process did contribute to professional 
growth were from the district who is in compliance with implementation of the 
Framework for Leadership.  Those principals shared that the Framework for Leadership 
allowed them to focus on areas for improvement and reflect upon their overall 
performance as a principal.  The principals in the other two districts shared that the 
process has a limited impact, if any, on professional growth but they wished that it had 
more.   
Summary 
 This chapter described the analysis of data collected through an explanatory 
sequential design, which first included the collection of quantitative data followed by the 
collection of qualitative data.  The researcher analyzed the quantitative data in order to 
conduct targeted focus group interviews with the intent of collecting qualitative data to 
explain the quantitative data.   
 The Principal Evaluation Profile provided data that supports the current literature 
regarding the evaluation of principals in Pennsylvania and nationwide.  The PEP data 
showed that there is a wide array of implementation methods for the Framework for 
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Leadership leading to a wide array of principal perceptions about the process.  Overall 
and on average, principals do not rate the evaluation process as high, they do not feel that 
it has a strong impact on their professional practices, and they do not feel that is has a 
strong impact on their professional growth. 
 The focus group interview data further explained the principals’ perceptions.  
Adding words to the number ratings collected during phase one provided a more in-depth 
understanding.  This understanding supported the data collected during phase one as well 
as the current literature regarding principal evaluation processes.  Of significant 
importance was the desire expressed by the principals for an improved evaluation 
process.  This desire was not demonstrated during phase one but was made clear during 
phase two. 
 The findings, results, and interpretations surrounding the Framework for 
Leadership evaluation process provide valuable information that should be considered in 
order to improve the process of evaluating principals in the state of Pennsylvania and 
nationwide.  The principal is the second most influential school-level factor on student 
achievement after teacher quality (Anderson et al., 2004) yet the principal has the 
potential to greatly influence teacher quality.  Therefore, it is essential that principal 
evaluation becomes a priority in every school.  Additional conclusions and 
recommendations will be discussed in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Introduction 
 
The purpose of this study was to explore the various implementation methods for 
the Pennsylvania Framework for Leadership and how principals perceive the process in a 
suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county.  Specifically, when and where evidence is 
collected, and how the ways in which principal supervisors provide feedback impact 
professional growth opportunities.  The primary purpose of principal evaluation systems 
should be to improve the practice of principals yet principal evaluations do not always 
achieve this purpose (Fuller, Hollingworth, & Lui, 2015).  This is unfortunate as 
positively impacting the practice of principals could positively impact student 
achievement (Marzano et al., 2003, Fuller et al., 2015).   
As explained in Chapter 1, Pennsylvania adopted Act 82 in 2012, which required 
the implementation of educator effectiveness systems for all certified educators including 
teachers, principals, and non-teaching professionals.  The teacher evaluation component 
of Act 82 consists of utilizing the research-based Framework for Teaching (Danielson, 
2007) while the principal evaluation component consists of utilizing a rubric called the 
Framework for Leadership, which was developed through a process facilitated by 
representatives of the Pennsylvania Department of Education.  In addition, there are 
relevant differences between what is provided in the “Educator Effectiveness 
Administrative Manual” for classroom teachers versus principals when it comes to the 
actual process of conducting observations and supervision (The Pennsylvania Department 
of Education, 2014).  The teacher evaluation section includes much more detail about 
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when, where, and how to observe and evaluate teachers.  This information is not provided 
for principals. 
Act 82 provides clear regulations in regards to who is being evaluated, what the 
criteria is for ratings within the Framework for Leadership, and why Act 82 was brought 
about.  Act 82 does not provide clear regulations in regards to when and where evidence 
pertaining to the Framework for Leadership is collected or how principal supervisors 
provide meaningful feedback to principals in order to foster professional growth.  It is up 
to each district to make local decisions to determine when, where, and how.   
Ideally, all principals would perceive the Framework for Leadership 
implementation and results as fair, valid, reliable, and useful.  However, school districts 
in Pennsylvania made local decisions in order to implement the Framework for 
Leadership in terms of evidence collection methods and providing feedback to the 
principal, which results in a wide variety of implementation methods, a lack of identified 
best practices, and little oversight that guarantees opportunities for professional growth.  
For these reasons, it was necessary to study the Framework for Leadership 
implementation methods.  
This study employed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design.  
Quantitative data were collected through an electronic questionnaire during phase one 
and qualitative data were collected through multiple case study focus groups during phase 
two.  In addition to demographic data, principals completing the questionnaire were 
asked about their most recent evaluation process experience through questions and 
statements presented using a five point Likert scale response from low to high.  
Participants were asked to respond based on the degree to which they perceived the range 
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of each item.  Responses from the 55-item questionnaire were uploaded into SPSS for 
analysis.  The SPSS analysis included frequency totals, means and standard deviation, 
cross tabulations, Pearson correlation coefficients, and analysis of variance (ANOVA).   
In order to refine and explain the statistical results, principal views were explored 
in more depth through the collection of qualitative data during focus group interviews.  
Three focus groups were conducted with principals from districts who had varying 
perceptions based on the quantitative data.  The focus groups included semi-structured 
interviews with the goal of creating candid conversations about the principals’ 
experiences with the Framework for Leadership evaluation process.   
The qualitative data were coded and themes were identified.  This data was then 
used to further explain the quantitative data as it was presented in the context of current 
research on principal evaluation in the Results and Interpretations section.  Now, answers 
to the research questions will be presented, followed by additional conclusions on a wider 
context, and recommendations which include possible solutions to the problem, and areas 
for further research. 
Conclusions 
 In the previous chapter, the results and interpretations were presented as the 
researcher offered an explanation of how the quantitative data could be further explained 
by the qualitative data.  Now, the researcher will present conclusions for each research 
question beginning with the sub-research questions and ending with the central research 
question.  It should be noted that only one out of the three districts interviewed 
implemented the Framework for Leadership as prescribed by the Pennsylvania 
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Department of Education.  This fact will be discussed throughout the conclusions as well 
as in the possible solutions.  The research questions are as follows: 
Central Research Question 
 
1. What is the relationship among the collection of evidence, the providing of 
feedback, and the principal’s perception of the Framework for Leadership in a 
suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county? 
Sub-Research Questions  
 
2. What are the perceptions of principals from a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania 
county of the expectations and standards for leadership performance in the 
Framework for Leadership? 
3. What methods and frequencies are employed to collect evidence regarding 
principal performance in a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county on the 
Framework for Leadership? 
4. What methods and frequencies are employed to provide feedback to principals 
regarding principal performance in a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county? 
5. How do principals from a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county perceive 
the usefulness of and opportunities for professional growth from the feedback that 
is provided about their Framework for Leadership performance? 
Expectations and Standards for Leadership Performance 
 The first sub-research question sought to understand the principals’ perceptions in 
regards to their feelings about the performance expectations presented in the Framework 
for Leadership.  Questions 30 through 33 on the PEP asked the principals to describe the 
attributes of the procedures used during the evaluation process in regards to the 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  100 
performance standards within the Framework for Leadership.  Hanover Research (2016) 
emphasize the importance of professional standards for school leaders because they help 
to define the scope of the principal’s job, which indicates what they should know and be 
able to do.  In this study, the principals endorsed the standards as appropriate for their 
leadership assignment and indicated that the standards were clearly communicated to 
them.  It can be concluded that, overall, the principals have a positive perception of the 
standards within the Framework for Leadership.  This conclusion is key as most literature 
on principal evaluation identifies a set of appropriate and clear standards as a necessary 
component in the process (Hanover Research, 2016; Hedgspeth et al., 2012; Marzano, 
2012; Meller, 2015; New Leaders for New Schools, 2010; Reeves, 2004; The Wallace 
Foundation, 2009.) 
Some principals experienced differentiation, the standards were tailored for their 
unique needs, while others did not.  This conclusion is significant as the literature 
suggests that: 
The true purpose of an evaluation should be to help an employee identify his or 
her strengths that may be leveraged to increase effectiveness, as well as to provide 
an opportunity to identify possible areas for development and/or areas of concern. 
(Moore, 2009) 
Ideally, all principals would experience differentiation in the evaluation process.  New 
Leaders for New Schools (2010) further support this and provide three ways in which the 
process could be differentiated: (1) provide different supports for novice principals versus 
veteran principals, (2) tailor the actions and indicators to the school level to recognize 
key differences between elementary and secondary school leadership, and (3) vary the 
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actions and indicators by the school’s stage of development in terms of performance.  
High performing schools require different leadership actions than those that are 
underperforming.  
Evidence Collection 
 The second sub-research question sought to identify the extent at which various 
sources of information (evidence collection methods) were considered as part of the 
evaluation process. Self-evaluations are used most frequently and student evaluations of 
principals’ performances are used the most infrequently.  The frequent use of self-
evaluations as part of the evaluation process is a positive conclusion that can be drawn 
from the data, but also identifies room for improvement.  The literature on principal 
evaluation supports reflection and inquiry as necessary components in order for the 
process to lead to professional growth (Hanover Research, 2016; Hedgspeth et al., 2012; 
Marzano, 2012; Meller, 2015; New Leaders for New Schools, 2010; Reeves, 2004; The 
Wallace Foundation, 2009).  New Leaders for New Schools (2010) identifies the purpose 
of evaluation is to, “support principals to reflect on their performance and identify what 
they need to do to reach the next level of performance.”  Hedgspeth et al. (2012) 
recommend an asset-based cycle of inquiry that begins with leaders reflecting upon their 
current leadership practices by answering a series of questions.  The answers to the 
questions lead to goal setting through conversations with the supervisor.  Overall, the 
data from this study indicate that self-evaluation is used at the end of the year, but the 
data do not indicate that it is consistently used in the beginning of the year at the onset of 
the evaluation process. 
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Teacher evaluations of principal performance are considered at a limited amount 
while student performance is considered more frequently.  The literature regarding the 
use of student performance data in principal evaluation varies (Anderson et al., 2004; 
Carson et al., 2009; Clifford et al., 2011; Davis et al., 2011; Fuller et al., 2014.).  Fuller et 
al., (2014) caution against the use of student test scores being used for personnel 
decisions for two reasons.  First, these types of tests were not designed for the purpose of 
personnel evaluation, and therefore the impact of teacher or principal contributions 
cannot adequately be measured.  Second, the tests cannot possibly account for the 
variability in alignment among the tests, the curriculum, and what is actually taught, and 
therefore student learning may not be accurately reflected in these test scores.  On the 
contrary, New Leaders for New Schools (2012) call for student outcomes and teacher 
effectiveness outcomes to count for 70% of a principal’s evaluation.  Somewhere in the 
middle of the two previous viewpoints, Hedgspeth et al., (2012), recommends the use of 
multiple metrics for leadership evaluation that rely on quantitative measures over which 
the leader has direct influence.  Since student performance data is being used frequently 
for the principals included in this study, it can be concluded that this practice may lead to 
skewed ratings of a principal’s performance due to the contradicting literature and lack of 
a valid and reliable way to accurately use student performance data in the evaluation of 
principals.  Overall and on average, evidence collection is lacking for the Framework for 
Leadership evaluation process, and there is a wide array of evidence collection methods 
in use.   
The PEP evidence collection method data was not only inconsistent among 
districts but also within districts.  For instance, in District C, at least one principal shared 
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that observations were not considered while at least one other principal shared that they 
were used extensively.  In District G, at least one principal shared that self-evaluations 
were not considered while at least one other principal shared that they were used 
extensively.  It is not clear what might cause these inconsistencies.  Possible causes could 
include inconsistency of actions demonstrated by the principals’ supervisors, an 
intentional differentiation of supervision demonstrated by the principals’ supervisor, or 
an uncommon understanding of the actual evidence collection methods among the 
principals.  The Pennsylvania Department of Education (2015) recognized various 
approaches to data collection among districts, but they did not address variations within 
districts.  Hanover Research (2016) recommended that when designing optimal 
evaluation systems, the system should include training, support, and evaluation of 
principal evaluators.  Currently, this is not part of Pennsylvania’s Act 82 Educator 
Effectiveness System.  Regardless of the cause, a conclusion can be drawn that due to 
these inconsistencies, principals might not find the evaluation process fair and 
meaningful. 
During the focus group interviews some principals made it clear that they would 
prefer to be observed in a similar fashion to the way in which they observe teachers.  
Several principals referred to the role of their supervisor and questioned the training that 
they received from the Pennsylvania Department of Education.  One principal extensively 
discussed how much time he spends on observing and evaluating teachers but how the 
same is not true for the evaluation of principals.  The Wallace Foundation (2013) 
presented a description of how the Denver Public Schools have focused on the role of the 
principal supervisors in order to make the coaching and evaluating of leaders more 
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effective.  They reduced the span of control so that principal supervisors could be in 
buildings more often, and they made the evaluation process much more heavily 
observation-based.  Currently, the role of the principal’s supervisor is not something that 
the Pennsylvania Department of Education has focused upon with the implementation of 
Act 82.  Overall, it can be concluded that evidence collection methods are missing or 
inconsistently implemented among the districts studied.   
Feedback 
 The third sub-research question sought to identify the attributes of the feedback 
that principals receive during the evaluation process.  Overall and on average, the 
principals rated feedback in a neutral way with most averages falling around a 3.  During 
the focus group interviews, the principals made it clear that they wish they received more 
feedback in the form of more conversations with their supervisors.  Hanover Research 
(2016) recommends that evaluation systems should communicate results to principals 
consistently and with transparency.  The feedback that principals receive should be clear, 
pointed, and actionable.  The evaluation process overall will only be as powerful as the 
feedback that is provided.  Based on the data from this study, it can be concluded that 
there is more power needed in the feedback that the principals receive.  
 The PEP feedback data showed inconsistencies among the principals within 
districts.  For instance, at least one principal from District L stated that they received 
formal feedback frequently while at least one other principal from that district stated they 
received it infrequently.  Similarly, at least one principal from District C reported 
receiving immediate feedback while at least one other principal from District C reported 
receiving delayed feedback.  It is not clear what might cause these inconsistencies, but 
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they could be similar to inconsistencies with the evidence collection data discussed 
previously.  These inconsistencies are of important significance and concern.  Clifford et 
al., (2011) stated that, “Feedback on practice is particularly important because principals 
report that they have few sources of trusted feedback on their practice and commonly feel 
isolated from colleagues due to the rigors of their position.”  Again, regardless of the 
cause, a conclusion can be drawn that due to these inconsistencies, principals might not 
find the evaluation process fair and meaningful. 
Professional Growth 
 The fourth sub-research question sought to identify the principals’ perceptions 
about the professional growth that they experience as a result of the evaluation process.  
It can be concluded that principals do not feel as though the evaluation process leads to 
professional growth.  This conclusion is consistent with a 2004 nationwide survey 
conducted by Reeves where he found that fewer than 60 percent of the participants found 
the evaluation process has improved their performance or motivation (Reeves, 2004).  
This conclusion was apparent in the PEP data and focus group interview data.   
However, principals from District C shared that they did feel as though the 
process contributed to professional growth.  These principals discussed how areas for 
improvement within the Framework for Leadership are collaboratively identified between 
themselves and their supervisor at the beginning of the year, and that these areas become 
goals to focus upon.  The District C principals feel that this contributes to improved 
practices and making them a more well-rounded principal.  District C is using a process 
most closely in line with what Hedgspeth et al. (2012) call for.  Therefore, the process 
used by District C could be identified as a best practice for others to replicate.   
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Districts D and H are not using the Framework for Leadership in the way it was 
prescribed by the Pennsylvania Department of Education.  Both districts are using a local 
model for principal evaluation and both use goal setting as part of the process.  Despite 
the goal setting, the principals do not feel that the process contributes to their professional 
growth.  It can be concluded, based on this data, that setting goals from among the 
Framework for Leadership standards could lead to an improved positive perception of 
professional growth opportunities. 
Relationship Among Evidence Collection, Feedback, and Professional Growth 
 The central research question for this study sought to identify the relationships 
among the collection of evidence, the providing of feedback, and the principals’ 
perception of the Framework for Leadership in a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania 
county.  Overall and on average, principals reported that they believed the Framework for 
Leadership standards are clear and they endorse them as appropriate.  However, during 
the focus group interviews, several principals shared that they believe the role of a 
principal is much more diverse than what is captured in the Framework for Leadership.  
In addition, it is known that at least two out of the twelve districts that participated in the 
PEP survey are not implementing the Framework for Leadership as prescribed by the 
Pennsylvania Department of Education.  Despite that, the principals in these districts 
were familiar with the Framework for Leadership and shared that they hoped that they 
would begin to use the FFL as part of their evaluation process.  It can be concluded that 
principals perceive the Framework for Leadership rubric in a positive way. 
 To the contrary, principals do not perceive the evaluation process in a positive 
way.  The process includes the collection of evidence and providing of feedback.  Overall 
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and on average, principals rated the evidence collection methods and the feedback 
methods on the lower side of the rating scale.  Based on this, it can be concluded that the 
evaluation process is far more important than the actual rubric used to evaluate the 
principals.  This conclusion is consistent with the NAESP and NASSP report that noted, 
“implementation trumped instrumentation in terms of how well evaluations were 
conducted, how evaluators were perceived by principals, and how connected effective 
evaluations were to promoting the principals’ professional growth” (Davis, et al., 2011).  
Overall, this research suggests that how the principals are evaluated could be more 
important than what the evaluations contain.  This study demonstrates that the process of 
evaluating principals using the Framework for Leadership has a lot of room for growth. 
Additional Conclusions 
Considering the importance of how the overall process of evaluation is 
implemented, it is clear that the lack of implementation guidelines and requirements from 
the Pennsylvania Department of Education in regards to the Framework for Leadership 
may have contributed to a state of inconsistency and a lack of value.  As stated in Chapter 
1, there are relevant differences between what is provided in the “Educator Effectiveness 
Administrative Manual” for classroom teachers versus principals when it comes to the 
actual process of conducting observations and supervision (The Pennsylvania Department 
of Education, 2014).  The Principal Evaluation section of the manual does not make any 
reference to evidence collection, formal observations, or differentiated supervision (The 
Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2014).  The conclusion can be drawn that this is 
necessary, and other states have models that Pennsylvania could follow. 
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 The conclusion can also be drawn that Pennsylvania needs to revisit and evaluate 
the communication methods that were enacted regarding the Act 82 legislation.  The fact 
that two out of the three districts in the focus groups are not implementing the 
Framework for Leadership as prescribed signals that there could be many districts across 
the state who are in the same position.  Since the implementation of Act 82 and the 
Framework for Leadership in 2014-2015, the Pennsylvania Department of Education has 
not provided any follow-up communication or training.  The Intermediate Units are 
required to answer questions and support implementation if requested but they do not 
serve as an enforcer of the law.  The Pennsylvania Department of Education should 
assess the current reality and proceed accordingly. 
Recommendations 
 Based on the results and interpretations of this study, recommendations can be 
made regarding policy, practices, and future research.  The recommendations will be 
specific to the Framework for Leadership evaluation process in Pennsylvania, but can be 
thought about in the larger context of principal evaluation nationwide.  It is the 
researcher’s hope that these recommendations will be strongly considered as there is a 
definite need for change regarding principal evaluation.   
In 2004, Reeves stated: 
If schools persist in using the current unfair, ambiguous, and demoralizing system 
of leadership evaluation, then a generation of educational leaders will remain 
subject to the whims of personal preference and newspaper headlines.  The 
accompanying burnout of leaders and national shortage of people willing to 
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occupy key leadership positions will have grave consequences throughout the 
system. 
 Thirteen years later, in 2017, this study and the literature show that not much has 
changed.  In 2016, the Pennsylvania Department of Education Bureau of School 
Leadership and Quality presented at a study group for the Education Policy and 
Leadership Center: Teacher Recruitment and Retention Project.  PDE provided data 
trends on the number of administrative and supervisory certificates issued (PDE, 2016).  
In the 2010-2011 school year, PDE issued 966 administrative certificates.  In the 2015-
2016 school year, PDE issued 490 administrative certificates.  This data reflects a 49% 
reduction in the number of administrative certificates.  With less and less administrators 
entering the system, yet more and more accountability being placed on current 
administrators, it is more important than ever for effective principal evaluation systems to 
be in place.  The recommendations made here could lead to a more effective principal 
evaluation system in Pennsylvania and possibly nationwide. 
Policy 
 The Pennsylvania Department of Education could benefit from the following 
actions regarding the policy aspects of the Framework for Leadership evaluation process: 
1. Conduct refresher trainings and professional learning for the principal 
supervisors. 
2. Revise the “Educator Effectiveness Administrative Manual” to provide more 
information about evidence collection, formal observations, and differentiated 
supervision specific to the Framework for Leadership principal evaluation 
process. 
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3. Review the principal evaluation methods for Maine, New Jersey, and Ohio to see 
examples that include more specific evidence collection methods, feedback 
methods, and professional growth plans.  
4. Consider implementing the recommendations made in the “Measuring School 
Leaders’ Effectiveness: An Interim Report from a Multiyear Pilot of 
Pennsylvania’s Framework for Leadership” (2014) report.  This would include 
providing more guidance to supervisors on how to assign scores for each 
component, obtaining ratings of school leaders by other stakeholders to check the 
validity of scores assigned by supervisors, consider the use of a “360” evaluation 
tool especially asking teachers to rate their school leaders anonymously, and 
provide illustrative, concrete examples of the quantity and quality of evidence that 
would merit each component score.  
5. Monitor compliancy of Act 82. 
6. Conduct further research regarding the Framework for Leadership in order to 
establish a solid research base, and to consider the validity and reliability of the 
FFL. 
For Policy Recommendation #1, conduct refresher trainings and professional 
learning for the principal supervisors, two distinctions should be made.  The refresher 
trainings should be held in order to bring about more compliance with the Act 82 rules 
and regulations.  The data in this study showed that there is confusion surrounding what 
is mandated versus what is a local decision.  The professional learning should focus on 
the role of the principal supervisor, evidence collection methods, and feedback methods.  
The role of the principal supervisor should be given careful consideration from 
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everything including whether or not there is a need to transform the central office 
structure to whether or not principal supervisors are evaluated effectively.  The 
Pennsylvania Department of Education could consult current literature on the topic 
including the Wallace Foundation Foundation’s (2013) Central Office Transformation 
Toolkit, and The Wallace Foundation’s (2013) Rethinking Leadership: The Changing 
Role of Principal Supervisors.  In order for a new educator effectiveness system to be 
fully effective, consideration must be given to the role of the principal supervisor 
including who should be selected to serve as supervisors of principals, the supervisors’ 
responsibilities and spans of control, the professional learning that the supervisors 
receive, accountability, and processes. 
Policy Recommendation #4 includes considering the implementation of the 
recommendations made in the “Measuring School Leaders’ Effectiveness: An Interim 
Report from a Multiyear Pilot of Pennsylvania’s Framework for Leadership” (2014) 
report.  One of these recommendations included the use of a 360-degree feedback tool.  A 
360-degree feedback tool is noted in much of the literature on effective principal 
evaluation systems.  According to Moore (2009), the complexity of the role of the 
principal will be a continuous issue where traditional methods of evaluation or feedback 
are no longer sufficient enough to provide for impactful professional growth 
opportunities for principals.  Moore (2009) recommends a 360-degree feedback or multi-
rater system comparable to those used in the business world that would only be used for 
development purposes, not for the hiring and firing of principals.  The Tripartite 
Framework for Leadership Evaluation developed by Hedgspeth et al., (2012), also calls 
for the use of a 360-degree feedback tool as one of the three evaluation components.  
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After reviewing twelve possible tools, they identified two that are valid and reliable for 
use: (1) The Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED), and (2) The 
Comprehensive Assessment of Leadership for Learning (CALL). 
Policy recommendation #6, conduct further research regarding the Framework for 
Leadership in order to establish a solid research base, and to consider the validity and 
reliability of the FFL, is crucial.  While the principals in this study perceived the 
Framework for Leadership in a positive light, psychometric backing does not exist.  The 
Wallace Foundation (2009) emphasize that reliability and validity must be proven, and 
the tool should be continually evaluated for fairness and relevance.  Hanover Research 
(2016) recommends the ongoing review of evaluation processes and performance 
standards.  Therefore, the Pennsylvania Department of Education should take action to 
establish the validity and reliability of the Framework for Leadership.  They should also 
develop an ongoing review cycle for the Act 82 Educator Effectiveness System. 
Practice 
 The following recommendations are geared towards the principals’ supervisors 
and evaluation practices at the local level: 
1. Review the current principal evaluation process to be sure that the district is in 
compliance with Act 82.  Revise any existing evaluation processes as necessary. 
2. At the beginning of the year, collaboratively review the FFL and identify 
mutually agreed upon areas for improvement. 
3. Facilitate professional learning with principals about the FFL in terms of evidence 
that supports the various rating categories. 
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4. Collect a wide variety of evidence to support the FFL final ratings including 
observations, meetings, artifacts, and self-evaluations. 
5. Consider the implementation of a 360-degree tool to capture feedback from all 
stakeholders. 
6. Engage in professional learning about how to provide effective feedback to 
principals through conversations. 
7.  Participate in consensus scoring or inter-rater reliability professional learning 
with other principal supervisors. 
The most recent literature discovered by the researcher is the Administrator 
Evaluation and Compensation report published by Hanover Research (2016).  The report 
stresses the multiple benefits that come along with effectively evaluating principals, and 
reinforces that the current research on principal evaluation suggests that many states and 
district evaluations do not reflect proven practices (Hanover Research, 2016).  The seven 
Practice Recommendations made by the researcher above are very closely aligned with 
the elements that Hanover Research (2016) states should be included in evaluation 
processes and procedures, and reflect over two decades of literature.  The Hanover 
elements include (1) training for evaluators and evaluatees, (2) ongoing review of 
evaluation processes and performance standards, (3) close alignment between evaluation 
processes and principal job descriptions, (4) cooperative goal setting between principals 
and supervisors, (5) evaluation goals integrated and aligned with school and district 
goals, (6) timely and regularly scheduled observations and evaluations, (7) multiple 
sources of information and evidence, (8) focus on formative evaluation and professional 
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development, (9) measurable and objective data, and (10) evaluation as a positive 
process. 
Future Research 
 The education field can undoubtedly benefit from more research regarding 
principal evaluation.  As such, the researcher recommends the following areas for future 
research: 
1. Conduct a similar study on a state-wide level: There are 500 school districts 
(PDE, 2016) that have to comply with Act 82 and the implementation of the 
Framework for Leadership.  This study researched 12 school districts.  The state 
would benefit from a wider study that could be conducted in a very similar format 
to this study. 
2. Conduct a similar study focused on assistant principals: The role of the principal 
and assistant principal varies.  This study focused solely on principals.  Therefore, 
a similar study focused on assistant principals could prove valuable. 
3. Design and conduct a study that would go more in-depth on the topic of evidence 
collection methods: This study discussed and assessed seven types of evidence 
collection methods, specifically pertaining to the frequency of use.  The concept 
of principal observations was a reoccurring theme that should be researched 
further. 
4. Design and conduct a study that would go more in-depth on the topic of feedback 
methods: This study discussed and assessed nine attributes of providing feedback, 
specifically in terms of how principals perceived the usefulness of the feedback.  
There could be a benefit to researching these attributes further in order to identify 
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examples of the various attributes, and to identify more specifically the types of 
feedback that lead to positive perceptions. 
5. Design and a conduct a study that assesses the perceptions of the principals’ 
supervisors regarding the FFL principal evaluation process: This study only took 
into account the perceptions of the principals.  The field could benefit from 
learning about how the principal’s supervisors perceive the Framework for 
Leadership evaluation process. 
6. Design and conduct case study research that would go more in-depth to explore 
the processes at individual districts: This study was designed to give more priority 
and weight to the quantitative data.  As such, more in-depth case study research 
could shine additional light on the principal evaluation process in individual 
districts.  The case studies could also bring all stakeholders’ perceptions to light. 
Summary 
Using an explanatory sequential mixed-methods multiple case study design, this 
study sought to explore and explain the relationship among the collection of evidence, the 
providing of feedback, and the principal’s perception of the Framework for Leadership in 
a suburban southeastern Pennsylvania county.  The quantitative data from phase one was 
further explained by the qualitative data in phase two.  The combination of data from the 
two phases provided the researcher with an adequate understanding of principal 
perceptions regarding the Framework for Leadership evaluation process.  
Due to the implementation of a new educator effectiveness system in 2014, this 
study was timely, relevant, and significant.  The role of the principal is crucial to student 
success.  An effective principal can have a significant impact on improved student 
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performance, and an ineffective principal can have the opposite impact (Marzano et al., 
2003).  The majority of the effectiveness of principals in Pennsylvania is determined 
through the use of the Framework for Leadership.   
The results of this study demonstrate that there is significant work that needs to be 
done in order to make the process of evaluating principals fair and meaningful.  The 
implementation of the Framework for Leadership is inconsistent, evidence collection 
methods are inconsistent, and feedback methods are inconsistent.  Inconsistencies do not 
lead to positive perceptions, nor do they lead to valid and reliable methods.   
In today’s era of high-stakes accountability, the demand for effective principal 
evaluation systems is greater than ever.  As a result of this study, only one best practice 
for implementing the Framework for Leadership was identified.  One best practice is not 
enough.  It is the researcher’s hope that this study will spark further study and 
professional learning regarding the Framework for Leadership evaluation process not 
only in the setting of this study but throughout the state of Pennsylvania.  In addition, the 
researcher hopes that this study will spark a continued conversation and further research 
about principal evaluation practices nationwide. 
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Intermediate Unit Executive Director Approval 
 
Re: Dissertation Research-Permission Needed 
  
  
Reply| 
Tue 8/2/2016 5:51 PM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
Inbox 
You replied on 8/8/2016 7:54 AM. 
Hi Niki, 
 
You Are approved – and I will support yo in any way I can…  I cannot wait to call 
you Doctor Niki Harvey! 
 
Let me know if you need anything else to get you started with the research… 
 
 
Have a Nice Day !  
 
Have a Great Summer !  
 
Enthusiastically, 
 
Joe  
 
Joseph J. O'Brien  
Executive Director  
Chester County Intermediate Unit  
 
From:	Niki	Harvey	<NikiH@cciu.org>	
Date:	Tuesday,	August	2,	2016	at	12:26	PM	
To:			
Subject:	Dissertation	Research-Permission	Needed	
 
Hello	Dr.	O'Brien,	
		
I	hope	your	day	is	going	well.	I	am	writing	to	seek	your	permission	to	conduct	research	
for	my	dissertation	in	Chester	County,	specifically	with	Chester	County	principals.	Upon	
your	approval,	I	will	also	need	to	gain	approval	from	the	twelve	Chester	County	
superintendents.	I	propose	that	I	do	this	during	the	next	PAC	meeting	if	you	can	spare	
five	minutes	of	your	agenda	time.	You	may	recall	that	I	introduced	the	superintendents	
to	the	study	at	the	Superintendent's	Retreat	last	October	and	it	was	well	received.	
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For	your	further	information	and	consideration,	the	study	will	focus	on	the	Framework	
for	Leadership,	which	is	the	observation/practice	component	of	the	Act	82	Principal	
Effectiveness	system.	It	will	be	an	explanatory	sequential	mixed-methods	research	
multiple	case	study	that	is	designed	to	explore	and	explain	the	relationship	among	the	
collection	of	evidence,	the	providing	of	feedback,	and	the	principal’s	perception	of	the	
Framework	for	Leadership.	The	first	phase	of	the	study	includes	quantitative	data	
collected	from	principals	via	an	electronic	survey	questionnaire	about	how	they	
perceive	the	evaluation	process.	A	revised	version	of	a	published	survey,	the	Teacher	
Evaluation	Profile	(TEP),	will	be	used.	The	TEP	is	designed	to	better	understand	teachers’	
experiences	with	the	evaluation	process	and	can	be	applied	to	principals’	experiences	
with	the	evaluation	process	as	well.	The	second	phase	of	the	study	will	include	
qualitative	data	collected	from	three	school	districts	during	focus	group	interviews.	The	
three	focus	groups	will	contain	four	to	six	principals	from	the	same	district	and	consist	
of	one	group	in	each	of	the	following	areas:	highest	average	perceptions	of	the	
evaluation	process,	lowest	average	perceptions	of	the	evaluation	process,	and	neutral	
average	perceptions	about	the	evaluation	process.	
		
Thank	you	for	your	consideration	and	please	let	me	know	if	you	have	any	further	
questions	or	would	like	to	meet	in	person	to	discuss	further.	
	
	
Thanks,	
	
Niki Harvey	
Director	of	Educational	Leadership	Services	
Innovative	Educational	Services-"Innovative	Leaders	Empowering	All	Learners"	
Chester	County	Intermediate	Unit	
455	Boot	Road	
Downingtown,	PA	19335	
Office	Phone:		484-237-5314	
Fax:		484-237-5194	
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Appendix B 
 
Consent from District A  
 
RE: Consent Requested for Dissertation Research 
 
  
Reply| 
Mon 9/19/2016 7:17 PM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
Dissertation 
You replied on 9/20/2016 12:37 PM. 
No	problem,	Niki. 
	
Chris 
	 
M.	Christopher	Marchese,	Ed.	D. 
Superintendent	of	Schools 
Avon	Grove	School	District 
375	South	Jennersville	Road 
West	Grove,	PA	19380 
610-869-2441 
mmarchese@avongrove.org 
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Appendix C 
 
Consent from District B 
 
RE: Consent Requested for Dissertation Research 
 
  
  
Reply| 
Fri 9/16/2016 5:32 PM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
Dissertation 
You replied on 9/18/2016 1:45 PM. 
Action Items 
Dear Niki, 
  
I will approve.  Do you have IRB approval that we can keep on file with these 
documents? Best of luck with your research. 
  
Best Regards, 
Cathy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FRAMEWORK FOR LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS  133 
 
Appendix D 
 
Consent from District C 
 
RE: Consent Requested for Dissertation Research 
 
  
  
Reply| 
Fri 9/9/2016 1:17 PM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
Cc: 
Dissertation 
You replied on 9/9/2016 3:13 PM. 
Action Items 
Hi Niki, 
  
Downingtown will assist in your research endeavor. No problem. 
  
Do me a favor and go through Dr. Rob Reed to get to all of our principals in a 
just-in-time fashion. In other words, when you’re ready for our team to complete 
your questions, just let Rob know and he will send them out to insure they are 
completed and returned. 
  
A worthy project. I like the proposal. Will look forward to seeing the findings and 
finished product. 
  
All the best Niki! 
  
Larry 
  
Lawrence	J.	Mussoline,	Ph.D. 
Superintendent	of	Schools 
Downingtown	Area	School	District 
540	Trestle	Place 
Downingtown,	PA		19335 
	 
Phone:	610-269-8460	ex	6112 
Email:	lmussoline@dasd.org 
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Appendix E 
 
Consent from District D 
 
RE: Consent Requested for Dissertation Research 
 
  
  
Reply| 
Fri 9/9/2016 12:30 PM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
Cc: 
Noreen O'Neill 
Dissertation 
You replied on 9/9/2016 3:07 PM. 
Dear	Niki!!! 
	 
Absolutely!!!		I	will	be	happy	to	participate!!! 
	 
Great	Job!		I	look	forward	to	seeing	the	results	of	your	study	~	and	learning	some	things	I	can	do	
to	build	more	effective	evaluation	processes	at	GVSD!! 
	 
Have	a	wonderful	weekend! 
	 
Regina 
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Consent from District E 
 
RE: Consent Requested for Dissertation Research 
 
  
  
Reply| 
Fri 9/9/2016 12:35 PM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
Cc: 
Dissertation 
You replied on 9/9/2016 3:10 PM. 
Niki, 
	 
You	request	is	approved	and	I	have	copied	our	Principals	on	this	communication	so	that	they	are	
aware	of	your	research.	Good	Luck! 
	 
Barry	T 
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Consent from District F 
 
RE: Consent Requested for Dissertation Research 
 
  
  
Reply| 
Fri 9/9/2016 12:35 PM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
Dissertation 
You replied on 9/9/2016 3:11 PM. 
Action Items 
Niki, 
	 
Please	consider	this	approval	to	contact	the	principals	in	the	Octorara	Area	School	District	for	
your	dissertation	study. 
	 
Best	wishes, 
	 
Tom	Newcome 
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Consent from District G 
 
 
 
RE: Consent Requested for Dissertation Research 
 
  
  
Reply| 
Tue 10/11/2016 9:30 AM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
Dissertation 
You replied on 10/11/2016 9:45 AM. 
Action Items 
Niki, 
Sorry	for	not	responding	sooner.		We	should	be	able	to	help	if	you	are	still	in	need. 
	 
Mike 
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Consent from District H 
 
 
 
Re: Consent Requested for Dissertation Research 
 
  
  
Reply| 
Fri 9/16/2016 3:30 PM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
Dissertation 
You replied on 9/16/2016 3:35 PM. 
We are in 
Enjoy 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Consent from District I 
 
RE: Dissertation 
 
  
  
Reply| 
Mon 10/17/2016 5:22 PM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
You replied on 10/17/2016 7:29 PM. 
Hi Niki, 
  
Your dissertation research has been approved!  Best of luck to you and let me know if I can be of 
assistance! 
  
Regards, 
  
Le Roy  
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Consent from District J 
 
Re: Consent Requested for Dissertation Research 
 
  
  
Reply| 
Mon 10/17/2016 1:00 PM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
You replied on 10/17/2016 1:50 PM. 
Hi Niki – I talked with Rich and then, coincidentally, we also had our Administrative Cabinet 
meeting this morning. I told all of the principals to expect to receive an electronic survey from 
you for your dissertation research. We cannot compel them to respond, but you are free to send 
it out to the principals. 
 
Please let me know if you need additional assistance from our end. 
 
~ Wendy 
 
Wendy Towle 
Director of Curriculum, Instruction, Staff Development and Planning 
Tredyffrin Easttown School District 
610-240-1903 
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Consent from District K 
 
 
Re: Consent Requested for Dissertation Research 
 
  
  
Reply| 
Wed 9/14/2016 9:31 AM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
Dissertation 
You replied on 9/14/2016 4:35 PM. 
Action Items 
Niki - Looks interesting. I support your study at UCF. Let me know what else you 
need for me. Regards -- John   
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Consent from District L 
 
RE: Consent Requested for Dissertation Research 
  
  
Reply| 
Mon 9/12/2016 3:52 PM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
Cc: 
Dissertation 
You replied on 9/13/2016 8:35 AM. 
Thanks	Nikki.		You	have	my	consent	to	proceed	in	WCASD. 
All	the	best	with	your	study! 
	 
Jim 
	 
Dr.	James	R.	Scanlon 
Superintendent,	West	Chester	Area	School	District 
829	Paoli	Pike 
West	Chester,	PA 
19382 
Office:	484-266-1018 
Cell:	484-883-0648 
Confidentiality Notice:  This e-mail is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may 
contain information that is privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you have received 
this communication in error, please notify me immediately at the above phone number or e-mail address and delete the 
original message. Thank you 
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Permission to use the Teacher Evaluation Profile for a Principal Evaluation Study 
 
 
RE: TEP Permission 
DL 
Duke, Daniel L. (dld7g) <dld7g@eservices.virginia.edu> 
  
  
Reply| 
Wed 7/20/2016 7:35 AM 
To: 
Niki Harvey 
Cc: 
dld7g@virginia.edu 
Dissertation 
You replied on 7/20/2016 9:51 AM. 
Action Items 
Dear Niki:  Thank you for your inquiry regarding the TEP.  Stiggins and I did not develop a TEP 
version for principals, but I like your idea of adapting it for this purpose.  Please let me know 
what you discover if you choose to administer a revised TEP. 
Sincerely, 
Daniel L. Duke 
Professor of Educational Leadership 
University of Virginia 
 
From: Niki Harvey [NikiH@cciu.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 6:20 PM 
To: dld7g@virginia.edu 
Subject: TEP Permission 
Hello	Dr.	Duke,	
	
I	am	writing	to	discuss	the	use	of	your	Teacher	Evaluation	Profile	(TEP)	questionnaire	for	
my	dissertation.	I	am	wondering	if	you	have	a	Principal	Evaluation	Profile	and	if	not	may	
I	revise	the	TEP	in	order	to	make	it	applicable	to	principal	evaluation?	After	closely	
examining	the	TEP	I	believe	I	could	substitute	the	word	principal	for	teacher	and	
maintain	the	integrity	of	the	tool.	Please	let	me	know	more	about	your	approval	
process.	I	would	like	to	propose	the	study	by	the	end	of	the	summer.	
	
Thanks,	
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Niki Harvey	
Director	of	Educational	Leadership	Services	
Innovative	Educational	Services-"Innovative	Leaders	Empowering	All	Learners"	
Chester	County	Intermediate	Unit	
455	Boot	Road	
Downingtown,	PA	19335	
Office	Phone:		484-237-5314	
Fax:		484-237-5194	
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Appendix O 
 
The Principal Evaluation Profile 
Context 
Principal evaluation processes vary.  For the purpose of this study, please consider the 
processes through which the Framework for Leadership rubric was implemented in order 
to determine your Observation/Practice ratings per the Act 82 Principal Effectiveness 
requirements. 
Overview 
This form is designed to allow you to describe your most recent Framework for 
Leadership evaluation experience in your school district.  Your responses will be 
combined with those of other principals in order to study the Framework for Leadership 
evaluation process in your school district and throughout the county.  The goal of this 
study is to determine how the evaluation process can be improved so that it leads to 
enhanced principal effectiveness.  Your answers will remain anonymous.  Please answer 
honestly. 
Instructions 
Please set aside about 20-30 minutes to complete the form and follow these instructions: 
• Consider each item carefully 
• Closely examine and use the scales provided 
• Select the appropriate scale rating for each item 
Thank you for your participation. 
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The Principal Evaluation Profile 
Questionnaire 
    Section 1: Demographic Information 
I. Including the current year, how many years have you served as a principal in your 
current district? 
a. 1-3 years 
b. 4-7 years 
c. 8-12 years 
d. 13 or more years 
II. If you have served as a principal in multiple school districts, including the current 
year, how many total years have you served as a principal? 
a. 1-3 years 
b. 4-7 years 
c. 8-12 years 
d. 13 or more years 
e. I have only served as a principal in this district 
III. What is your current principal assignment? 
a. Grade K 
b. Grades K-2 
c. Grades K-3 
d. Grades K-4 
e. Grades K-5 
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f. Grades K-6 
g. Grades 3-6 
h. Grades 4-6 
i. Grades 5-8 
j. Grades 6-8 
k. Grades 7-8 
l. Grades 6-12 
m. Grades 9-12 
n. Other: 
IV. In which school district do you currently serve? 
a. Avon Grove 
b. Coatesville 
c. Downingtown 
d. Great Valley  
e. Kennett Consolidated 
f. Octorara Area 
g. Owen J. Roberts 
h. Oxford Area 
i. Phoenixville Area 
j. Tredyffrin-Easttown 
k. Unionville-Chadds Ford 
l. West Chester Area 
V. What is your gender? 
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a. Female 
b. Male 
 
Section 2: Overall Rating 
Please reflect on your most recent experience with the Framework for Leadership 
evaluation process. Consider the entire evaluation process including goal setting, self-
assessment, meetings with your evaluator, planning for evaluation, formal and informal 
observations, or other procedures and feedback. 
 
1. Rate the overall quality of the evaluation process. 
Very poor  1  2  3  4  5  Very high  
2. Rate the overall impact of the evaluation process on your professional practices. 
(Note: A rating of 5 would reflect a strong impact leading to profound changes in 
your leadership practices, attitudes about leadership, and/or understanding of 
leadership practices. A rating of 1 would reflect no impact at all and no changes in 
your practices, attitudes, and/or understanding.) 
 
No impact  1  2  3  4  5  Strong impact 
3. Rate the overall impact of the evaluation process on your professional growth as 
an educational leader.  
(Note: A rating of 5 would reflect a strong impact in your professional growth. A 
rating of 1 would reflect no impact at all in your professional growth.) 
 
No impact  1  2  3  4  5  Strong impact 
Next, please rate your perception of the impact of the Framework for Leadership 
evaluation process on the school, district, and state goals. Use the scales provided to 
indicate impact from 1 meaning no impact to 5 meaning strong impact. 
 
4. Rate the positive impact on student learning: A strong impact rating (5) would 
indicate that the evaluation system improves the quality of student learning. 
 
No impact  1  2  3  4  5  Strong impact 
5. Rate the positive impact on student achievement: A strong impact (5) would 
indicate that the evaluation system improves student performance on standardized 
tests. 
 
No impact  1  2  3  4  5  Strong impact 
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6. Rate the positive impact on school improvement goals or comprehensive planning 
goals: A strong impact rating (5) would indicate that the evaluation system helps 
the faculty achieve school improvement goals or comprehensive planning goals. 
 
No impact  1  2  3  4  5  Strong impact 
7. Rate the positive impact on school climate and culture: A strong impact rating (5) 
would indicate that the evaluation system supports and helps foster a positive 
school culture and climate that supports learning. 
 
No impact  1  2  3  4  5  Strong impact 
8. Rate the positive impact on quality of teachers: A strong impact rating (5) would 
indicate that the evaluation system improves teaching quality. 
 
No impact  1  2  3  4  5  Strong impact 
9. Rate the positive impact on your goals that you develop each year. A strong 
impact rating (5) would indicate that the evaluation system supports and links to 
the development of your goals. 
 
No impact  1  2  3  4  5  Strong impact 
Section 3: Rating Attributes of Evaluation 
 
Please use the scales provided below (1 through 5) to describe yourself and the nature of 
your most recent Framework for Leadership evaluation experience. Do this by: 
• Considering the attribute to be described 
• Studying the scale used to describe it 
• Selecting the number that represents the point you select on each continuum 
 
Part A-Describe yourself in relation to the following attributes: 
10. Your overall performance on the Framework for Leadership 
Does not meet standard  1  2  3  4  5  Exceeding the standard 
11. The strength of your professional expectations of yourself 
I demand little  1  2  3  4  5  I demand a great deal 
12. Orientation to risk taking 
I avoid risks  1  2  3  4  5  I take risks 
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13. Orientation to change 
I am slow to change  1  2  3  4  5  I change frequently 
14. Orientation to experimentation in your building 
I don’t experiment  1  2  3  4  5  I experiment frequently 
15. Openness to criticism 
I am closed  1  2  3  4  5  I am open 
16. Knowledge of technical aspects of leadership 
I know a little  1  2  3  4  5  I know a great deal 
17. Knowledge of curriculum content for the grades and subjects in your building 
I know a little  1  2  3  4  5  I know a great deal 
18. Experience with evaluation prior to most recent experience 
Waste of time  1  2  3  4  5  Very helpful 
Part B-Describe your perceptions of the person who most recently evaluated your 
performance: 
 
19. Credibility as a source of feedback 
 
Not credible  1  2  3  4  5  Very credible 
20. Working relationship with you 
Adversary  1  2  3  4  5  Helper 
21. Level of Trust 
Not trustworthy  1  2  3  4  5  Trustworthy 
22. Interpersonal Manner 
Threatening  1  2  3  4  5  Not threatening 
23. Temperament 
Impatient  1  2  3  4  5  Patient 
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24. Flexibility 
Rigid  1  2  3  4  5  Flexible 
25. Knowledge of technical aspects of leadership 
Not knowledgeable  1  2  3  4  5  Very knowledgeable  
26. Capacity to model or demonstrate needed improvements 
Low  1  2  3  4  5  High 
27. Familiarity with your particular leadership assignment 
Unfamiliar  1  2  3  4  5  Very familiar 
28. Usefulness of suggestions for improvement  
Useless  1  2  3  4  5  Very useful 
29. Persuasiveness of rational for suggestions 
Not persuasive  1  2  3  4  5  Very persuasive  
Part C-Describe the attributes of the procedures used during your most recent 
evaluation (Note: Standards are the criteria used in the Framework for Leadership 
process to evaluate your leadership.): 
 
30. Were standards communicated to you? 
 
Not at all  1  2  3  4  5  Yes, in great detail 
31. Were the standards clear to you? 
No, they were vague  1  2  3  4  5  Yes, they were very clear 
32. Were the standards endorsed by you as appropriate for your leadership 
assignment? 
No, not endorsed  1  2  3  4  5  Yes, highly endorsed 
33. Were the standards… 
the same for all principals?  1  2  3  4  5  tailored for your unique needs? 
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To what extent were the following sources of performance information considered 
as part of the evaluation? 
 
34. Observation of your leadership performance 
 
Not considered  1  2  3  4  5  Used extensively 
35. Meetings with evaluator 
Not considered  1  2  3  4  5  Used extensively 
36. Examination of artifacts (PD plans, materials, home/school communication, etc.) 
Not considered  1  2  3  4  5  Used extensively 
37. Examination of student performance 
Not considered  1  2  3  4  5  Used extensively 
38. Student evaluations of your performance 
Not considered  1  2  3  4  5  Used extensively 
39. Teacher evaluations of your performance 
Not considered  1  2  3  4  5  Used extensively 
40. Self-evaluations 
Not considered  1  2  3  4  5  Used extensively 
Describe the extent of the observations, based on your most recent evaluation experience. 
(Note: In these items, formal refers to observations that were pre-announced and/or were 
accompanied by a pre- or post- conference with the evaluator; informal refers to 
unannounced drop-in visits.) 
 
41. Number of formal observations per year 
a. 0 observations 
b. 1 observation 
c. 2 observations 
d. 3 observations 
e. 4 or more observations 
 
42. Approximate frequency of informal observations  
a. None 
b. Less than 1 per month 
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c. Once per month 
d. Once per week 
e. Daily 
 
43. Average length of FORMAL observation  
 
Brief (few minutes)  1  2  3  4  5  Extended (40 minutes or more) 
44. Average length of INFORMAL observation  
Brief (few minutes)  1  2  3  4  5  Extended (40 minutes or more) 
Part D-Please describe the attributes of the feedback that you received during your 
last evaluation experience: 
 
45. Amount of information received 
 
None  1  2  3  4  5  Great Deal 
46. Frequency of formal feedback 
Infrequent  1  2  3  4  5  Frequent 
47. Frequency of informal feedback 
Infrequent  1  2  3  4  5  Frequent 
48. Depth of information provided 
Shallow  1  2  3  4  5  In depth 
49. Quality of the ideas and suggestions contained in the feedback 
Low  1  2  3  4  5  High 
50. Specificity of information provided 
General  1  2  3  4  5  Specific 
51. Nature of information provided 
Judgmental  1  2  3  4  5  Descriptive 
52. Timing of feedback 
Delayed  1  2  3  4  5  Immediate 
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53. Feedback focused on the Framework for Leadership standards 
Ignored the standards  1  2  3  4  5  Reflected the standards 
Part E-Please describe the attributes of the evaluation context: 
Resources available for evaluation 
54. Amount of time spent on the evaluation process, including your time and that of 
all other participants 
None  1  2  3  4  5  Great Deal 
55. Time allotted during the school year for professional development aligned with 
standards 
None  1  2  3  4  5  Great Deal 
56. Availability of training programs and models of good practices 
None  1  2  3  4  5  Great Deal 
District values and policies in evaluation  
57. Clarity of policy statements regarding the purpose of evaluation 
Vague  1  2  3  4  5  Very clear 
58. Intended role of evaluation 
Principal accountability  1  2  3  4  5  Principal growth 
 
-Thank You- 
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Appendix P 
 
Focus Group Interview Guide 
 
Time of Interview:  
Date: 
Place: 
Interviewer: 
Interviewees Name and Position: 
1.  
2.  
3.  
4.  
5.  
6.  
 
Questions: 
1. What are the purposes of the principal evaluation process used in your school 
district? 
2. What have been the positive or most effective outcomes of the Framework for 
Leadership evaluation process? 
3. What have been the negative or least effective outcomes of the Framework for 
Leadership evaluation process? 
4. What impact does the Framework for Leadership evaluation process have on 
student achievement? 
5. What impact does the Framework for Leadership evaluation process have on 
teacher effectiveness? 
6. What impact does the Framework for Leadership evaluation process have on your 
professional growth? 
7. Are there any other components used in the evaluation process in your school 
district outside of the Act 82 Principal Effectiveness requirements? 
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8. If you had the opportunity to speak with the Pennsylvania Department of 
Education, what suggestions for improvement would you make about the 
principal evaluation process? 
9. What suggestions for improvement would you make about the Framework for 
Leadership evaluation process in your school district? 
 
 
